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GOVERNOR’S CITIZENS’ COMMITTEE
ON EDUCATION

THE COMMITTEE: Appointedinthe summerof 1971
by Governor Reubin Askew, and funded by the Legis-
lature, the Citizens’ Committee on Education was
charged with the responsibility of studying all levels
of education and making recommendations to the
people of Florida for ways to improve our schools.

Chaired by the Honorable Fred Schultz, former
Speaker of the Florida House of Representatives, this
twenty-two member Committee was composed of citi-
zens representing the State Legislature, business,
industry, labor, the professions, and minority groups:
men and women from all walks of life and of all persua-
sions.

The Committee met each month and had the benefit
of a professional staff to prepare materials and conduct
research. Over 100,000 man hours have been spent
in researching, deliberating and writing the Commit-
tee’s Report.

Of special importance was the generous support
afforded the Committee by many educators and
interested citizens both within and outside of Florida.
In the state these resource persons included those from
the Department of Education, the .Florida School
Board Association, the Superintendents Association,
county-level education officials, teacher groups,

parent-teacher organizations and student groups. (A
full list of contributors is provided in Appendix E.)

During our second yehr of operation. the Committee
received a substantial grant from the Ford Foundation
to conduct a thorough, in-depth. examination of educa-
tional finance in Florida. Recommendations based on
this study are included in the body of our report; the
technical documentation of this study is presented in
Appendix B.

In addition. the Committee had the benefit of a
number of technical documents developed by leading
experts. (See Appendix D.) In many instances these
documents formed the basis of recommendations made
by the Committee, and we are most grateful for the
valuable assistance provided us by those who helped
in their preparation.

Furthermore, to insure that we had the benefit of
ideas concerning educational .eform held by those
involved at the local level, the Committee’s staff con-
ducted a survey of over 1700 persons, including
teachers, principals, supervisors. superintendents and
school board members. (See Appendix C.) The results
of the study were highly beneficial to the Committee
in its deliberations and many of our recommendations
have been formulated using the information obtained
through the survey.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS
FRED SCHULTZ, CHAIRMAN CANON THEODORE GIBSON
Chairman of the Board, Barnett Rector of Christ Episcopal Church;
Investment Services, Inc.; former Miami, Florida.

Speaker of the Florida House of
Representatives; Jacksonville, Florida.
JAMES A. CLENDINEN
Editor, The Tampa Tribune;
Tampa, Florida.
TIPPEN DAVIDSON
Vice President, Daytona Beach
News Journal; Chairman, Florida Fine
Arts Council; Daytona Beach, Florida.
WILLARD D. DOVER
Attorney; Chairman of the Florida
Council of 100’s Education Committee;
Fort Lauderdale, Florida.
GREGORY E. FAVRE
Executive Editor, Daytona Beach
News Journal; Daytona Beach, Florida.

SAMUEL J. GILLOTT
Vice President, Washington Federal
Savings and Loan Association; Miami,
Florida.

RALEIGH GREENE
President, First Federal Savings and
Loan Association; Co-Chairman of
the Florida Council of 100’s Education
Committee; St. Petersburg, Florida.

MRS. SARA SCOTT HARLLEE
Civic Leader; Member of the
former State Public School Board;
Palmetto, Florida.

MRS. GLATYS HARSIN
Executive Vice President, Florida
AFL-CIO; Plant City, Florida.




-

ROBERT M. JOHNSON
State Representative and Attorney,
Sarasota, Florida.

KENNETH H. MacKAY, JR.

State Representative and Attorney;
Ocala, Florida.

C. CARL MERTINS, JR. y
President, Barnett Bank of
Pensacola; Pensacola, Florida.

ELLIOTT MESSER
Attorney; Tallahassee, Florida.

GEORGE S. PALMER, M.D.
Executive Director, Florida
Board of Medical Examiners;
Tallahassee, Florida.

CLIFF S. REUTER
Former State Senator, Engineer;
Vero Beach, Florida.

HENRY SAYLER
State Senator, Insurance Executive;
St. Petersburg, Florida.

T. TERRELL SESSUMS
Speaker, Florida House of Representatives;
Attorney; Tampa, Florida.

MRS. BETTY ANNE STATON
President, Florida League of
Women Voters; Orlando, Florida.

SAMUEL TAYLOR
President of thé Student Government,
University of Florida; Gainesville,
Florida.

LATIMER H. TURNER
Rancher and Businessman; former
President, Florida Cattlemen’s
Association; Sarasota, Florida.

JAMES H. WILLIAMS
State Senator and Businessman;
Ocala, Florida.

THE FOLLOWING PERSONS HAVE ALSO
SERVED ON THE COMMITTEE.

JOHN R. BROXSON
Former State Senator; Real Estate
and Insurance Executive; Gul® Breeze,
Florida.
MARVIN -DAVIES
Executive Secretary, Florida NAACP;
St. Petersburg, Florida.
ROBERT ELLIS
President, Gulf Power Company;
President, Associated Industries of Florida;
Pensacola, Florida. *
ROBERT M. HAVERFIELD
Former State Senator; Judge, Third
District Court of Appezls; Attorney;
Miami, Florida.
MALLORY HORTON
Attorney; former Judge of the Third
District Court of Appeals; Miami, Florida.
ED. H. PRICE, JR. :
Executive Vice President, Tropicana, Inc.;
Chairman of the State Citrus Commission;
former President, Florida Chamber
of Commerce; Bradenton, Florida.
DONALD H. REED, JR.
Former State Representative and Attorney;
Boca Raton, Florida.

COMMITTEE STAFF

Dr. William L. Maloy
Dr. Marshall A. Harris

Executive Director
Finance Study
Coordinator

Mr. George 1. Barrett Research Associate

Research Associate
Research Associate
Staff Secretary
Staff Secretary

Mr. F. Stan Crowe
Mr. Gerald D. Olson
Mrs. Irene Brewton
Mrs. Linda Logan

CONSULTANTS, FINANCE STUDY

Dr. Walter 1. Garms
Dr. Michael W. Kirst
Dr. Roger E. Bolton

Principal Consultant
Principal Consultant
Special Consultant,
Post-Secondary
Education

Dr. Gene A. Barlow Special Consultant
Simulation Model
Research Associate

Research Associaie

Mr. David C. Flood
Mr. William S. Furry




GOVEKNOR’S CITIZENS'  TACE
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION
INTRODUCTION....cooveeeeeecennnees Peeens 1
SECTION L

{ STATE RESPONSIBILITY
INtroduction . .voviineen et 5
A New State Role ...t 5
f" Manpower Planning ............... ... ... 5
An Educational Information System .......... 6
Regional Resource Centers for Education..... 7
Non-Public School Education ................ 7

SECTION II
THE COMMUNITY AND THE SCHOOL

Introduction ...cooviiein et 11
Citizen Participation in Educational
Affairs ... S b |

The Annual Report of School Progress....... 11
The Community School ............ ... ... 12

SECTION III

THE SCHOOL PROGRAM

Introduction ......... e ..o 15
Basic Skills .........coo it L. 15
Citizenship Education ............ e 15
Career Education ...... e 15
Exceptional Child Education ................. 16
Education for Gifted Students ............... 17
Early Childhood Education .................. 18
Non-Traditional Programs ................... 18

SECTION IV

SCHOOL SERVICES
INtroduction ......evvenennnreennaneaanenns 23
Pupil Personnel Services .................... 23
School Health Services ..........ocvaeeienn. 24
Educational Programs fot Disruptive
StUdents . ..ot i 24

Educational Materials and Equipment ........ 25

SECTION V

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Introduction .........oovveeiiannn. e 29
Board Training.........coviimmnmennennnnann 29

TABLE OF CONTENTS

L ) PAGE
Management-Training for Educational

Administrators and Other Non-

Instructional Personnel .................... 29
Tenure for Administrators .........ccc.ovven. 30
Teacher Education ........ccoiiiiieneinnn, 30
Professional Evaluation .............cooeeinn 31
Differentiated Staffing ..................oonn 32

SECTION Vi
EDUCATIONAL IMPROVEMENT
Introduction .......ceeeeeenerneennns P - 37
State-Level and District-Level
ASSESSIMENL .« oo vvevennanccnns taeacecaans 37
Educationai Research and Development ... ... 39
SECTION VII
POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION 3
Introduction ......oeverriiiinniiaee e 43
Institutional Flexibility ....=......ccoiiiinn. 43
Access to Post-Seconc wy. Education ......... 44
SECTION VI
FINANCE
Introduction ... .oeveeeeeiniiiiiaieaaininnn 47
A Concept of Funding .............cooutnn. 47
Minimum Foundation Program ............... 47
Capital Outlay ................ i 49
Compensatory Education .................... 50
Migrant’ Education ...........cooiiiiaiinnnt 50
School Transportation .................. e 50
Employee Retirement Matching .............. 51
Financial Accounting System ................ 51
Property Tax Assessment ................... 52
A Recommended Study .......... ...l 52
SECTION IX
GOVERNANCE
Part 1ot 55
| 2 2 O § SRR S 55
APPENDIXES
A Summary of Recommendations
B Florida School Finance Study—
Technical Report
C Analysis of the Governor’s Citizens’
Committee Survey—Technical Report
D List of Additional Technical Reports
E Resource Personnel




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric

INTRODUCTION

Education in ‘Florida has made great strides over

-thelast twenty-five years. Students read approximately

one grade level higher than their parents; they are
taught by better trained teachers; and they score
increasingly ‘better on college entrance examinations.

But in a complex and changing society the need has
increased even faster. What is satisfactory today will
hardly suffice to meet the problems of the world of
tomorrow. And these problems are already upon us.
That one-third of the students who enter first grade
fail to complete high school is both an intolerable loss
of human potential and a strong criticism of our
schools. Teachers are increasingly frustrated by work-
ing conditions: by the number of students in the class-
room; by disruptive children; and by the restrictions
placed upon them in carrying out their responsibilities.

Parents are upset by discipline problems, by what
they perceive to be the lack of achievement by their
children, and by what appears to them to be an educa-
tional system less and less concerned with either the
problems of making a living or making a life. In each
school district taxpayers are growing uneasy with the
rising cost of education—particularly as schools com-
pete with other governmental services for scarce dol-
lars.

Furthermore, a growing number of people believe
that the schools should be educating people for the
future by developing in a student the capacity of self-
renewal, the ability to respond to sudden dislocations
in his job or in his social situation and the ability to
make his life more worthwhile.

Up to now, we have not asked education to respond
to this kind of a challenge. To the contrary, we have
asked the schools to solve all the problems of the pres-
ent—political, social and economic. Schools do not
solve problems, they produce the people to do so. Our
educational energies have been dissipated and the pub-
lic has become discouraged with the results.

Quite predictably, a nation faced with accelerating
change, campus unrest, teacher strikes, limited ways
in which parents can be meaningfully involved with
their schools, and differing expectations for education
will become critical of traditional institutions. So it
has been for education, as is shown by comparing Har-
ris polls taken over a five-year period. In 1966 the
poll indicated that 61 percent of the people in our coun-
try expressed confidence in their system of public
education; in 1971, confidence had dropped to 37 per-
cent.

What must be done? How do we restore lost con-
fidence, especially at a time .in history when many of
mankind’s ancient enemies are in full retreat and when
we have at our fingertips the tools to develop an
enlightened citizenry? These were the questions before
the Committee. We do not-have all the answers to
the complexities of achieving quality education for the
twenty-first century. Indeed, we do not pretend to
know all the questions.

Nevertheless, we have labored long and hard with
the problems of education. And with the help of those
who have labored -with us, we have set forth in this
Report recommendations both broad and specific. We
believe these recommendations will go far toward
answering many of the questions before us.

In our recommendations we have attempted to
clarify the state and the local responsibility for
education. The state must set broad educational objec-
tives and provide funding to local districts for achieving
these objectives; the-districts must have the flexibility
to determine the manner in which these objectives will
be implemented.

Children are not alike. They cannot be taught with
mass production methods. Our schools must accom-
modate children who are different in learning styles,
in attitudes, in background, and in ability. To do this
our schools must change from the présent group- angd
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time-based system of " education to one which is
individualized and based upon educational objectives,
objectives which instre that competencies in the basic
skills are attained by all students. Assessment pro-
grams must be broadened to insure that these educa-
tional objectives are to be achieved.

Students, however, must receive much more than
the basic skills- Schools should help students find
ways to make life more worthwhile. Schools must show
all students how education relates to life and to
employment. The community must become a labora-
tory where young people can learn firsthand from the
society rather thgg about the society.

The key to education is people; and our recommen-
dations stress the importance of involving more and
better qualified adults in our schools. In particular,
we need counselors, teacher aides, and volunteer par-
ents. Better use can then be made of teachers in their
professional capacity.

We believe this will meet many of the problems
caused by high pupil-teacher ratios. It is our hope that
this will give students more adult contact to provide
available models for the deveclopment of values and
it will help parents become more interested in and
involved with their schools once more.

If the confidence of the public_is to_be.restored we
must create a new partnership between parents and
professional educators. Toward this end we have
recommended that each school establish a School
Advisory Council made up of parents, teachers,
administrators, and, in some cases, students.

For the same purpose we have advocated the

/ development of an Annual Report of School Progress

to be disseminated widely throughout the school com-
munity. The people must know how well a school is
doing and how it intends to improve.

The schools should be more intimately involved with
the community. The doors of the school should be
open day and night. It should be the center for ccmmu-
nity functions and community services.

Better training for all who are involved in schools
is vital. Programs should be established to provide
training for school board members, superintendents,
principals and teachers. Certification should be based
to a greater extent upon competencie¢s and teacher
training should become a life-long process. It should
be based on a partnership between post-secondary

institutions, school districts and the professional
organizations.

Florida’s future depends upon access to post-
secondary education for all -qualified students. To
achieve this the Student Lcan Program should be
broadened and the Student Assistance Grant Program
should be funded adequately. The Committee also
believes that the state should decide, as a matter of
public policy, what percentage of the cost of higher
education should be borne by tuition fees. State univer-
sities should be relieved of cumbersome controls if
combined with a requirement of greater operational
efficiency.

Our educational system must insure that each child
has an opportunity to receive a good education regard-
less of his family’s income or the wealth of his school
district. To achieve this goal the state must assume
a larger share of educational costs and should initiate
a new method of financing education designed to
achieve greater equity, simplicity, and flexibility.

If we are to realize education as a life-long
opportunity—and necessity—for our citizens, we must
insure that our educational system is managed properly
at all levels. The Committee believes that long-range
planning, overall policy making and coordination
between levels of the system are of such overriding
importance- that they should be brought about even
if no other changes are made in the governance of
education in Florida. For this reason a state-level lay
board appointed to perform these tasks is essential.

in summary, the Committee believes the people of
Florida must understand that education is the most
important function of state government. It represents
the foundation for the changes necessary to bring about
a better life in America. It represents the best chance
to bring some sense out of the cultural collisions which
so often have left us in a state of conflict and confusion.

The taxpayer wants to be shown what his tax dollars
will accomplish in education as in any area of govern-
ment. Until we have an educational systern which
can relate dollars to performance, we will have diffi-
culty in getting the kind of public support education
needs and deserves.

If we can achieve such a system—if we can demon-
strate that an effective job in education can be
done—the people will willingly pay the bill. In this
way we will restore public confidence in education
and produce great benefits for Floridians—for our
schools, our children and our future.
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INTRODUCTION

It is the belief of the Citizens' Committee that the
local school district should have as much operational
flexibility as practicable in conducting its own educa-
tional program. In this section the Committee makes
recommendations which we believe will bring into
actual practice this philosophy: the primary state-level
responsibility for education is the establishment of
educational goals and objectives and the coordination
and supervision of broad.educational planning.

As an important step toward this end, it is recom-
mended that the Legislature refrain from passing
statutes placing unnecessary constraints upon the local

district. Furthermore, recommendations are made to

base educational policy on state-level manpower plan-
ning, to coordinate educational policy with that of other
state agencies, to establish a comprehensive informa-
tion system and to improve regional cooperationamong
school districts.

A NEW STATE ROLE

Over the years the educational statutes passed by
the Legislature of Florida and the regulations estab-
lished by the State Board of Educatior have developed
into a maze of requirements imposed on local school
districts by the state. While many of these statutes
and regulations may have been necessary, the resulting
morass of red tape has become far too confining and
restrictive to local school districts.

1. The Role of the Legislature 2and
the State Board of Education

The Legislature should not pass statutes which
unduly restrict the power of the local district. At pres-
ent the statute books are replete with requirements
concerning, for example, the fumigation of textbooks,
the use of barbed wire around school buildings, and
the inclusion of certain courses in the curriculum. State
Board regulations are just as restrictive. School dis-
tricts must be given more latitude than this. In recent
years the Legislature has attempted to repeal statutes
which unduly restrict the local district. Therefore, we
recommend that:

Recommendation 1: The Legislature shoulc;z"‘cjontimle
to repeal statutes which unduly restrict the local school
districts. The Legislature should establish new policy
through the use of educational objectives which specify
only what is to be accomplished, not the way in which
the local district is to implement the objective.

Recommendation 2: The State Board of Education
should thoroughly review existing regulations and
remove those which are unduly restrictive to local
scheol districts. Regulations of the Board should
specify objectives and state policy, not prescribe
exactly how state policy is to be implemented.

2. The Role of the Department of Education

As the state begins to provide more and more flexibil-
ity to the local school district, the prime role of the
Department of Education must be shifted from that
of aregulatory agency and the roles of providing leader-
ship in the establishment of educational goals and
objectives, school assessment and technical assistance
should be emphasized. This shift should include a new
type of staffing pattern which emphasizes short-term __
employment as well as career-long employment. This
staffing pattern should emphasize the utilization of
existing resources such as those of universities, com-
munity colleges, vocational schools and school dis- -
tricts. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 3: The State Board of Education
should prepare for presentation to the 1974 Legislature
a complete staffing plan which will allow ihe Depart-
ment of Education to place a greater emphusis on pro-
viding leade hip in the establishment of educational
goals and objectives, school assessment and technical
assistance to districts. To accomplish this, plans
should be made for the use of short-term employment
as well as career-long employment.

MANPOWER PLANNING

Educational policy should be formulated using long-
range manpower planning. This will benefit the
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economy of the state and will help insure that in the
future Florida has trained personnel for the job open-
ings available. In addition, it will benefit the general
welfare of all citizens since it will bring about the max-
imum development of human potential and enable
students to match their talents with the training that
is needed for their professions. For example, if it is
predicted that the future demands for teachers will
.be much smaller than at present, the state should not
expand undergraduate teacher education programs.
Similiarly, if it is predicted that in the futu~ there
will be a great demand for skilled medical and para-
medical workers, this field should receive a high prior-
ity in planning new programs.

1. Manpbwer Planning "nd -
Educational Policy

At present some manpower planning 5 conducted
by the state, and some educational decisic 5 are based
on projected manpower needs. However, the use of
manpower projections as a basis for educational deci-
sion making should be greatly-increased. Thercfore,
we recommend that:

Recommend :tion 4: The Legislature should direct that
the State Comprehensive Plan, prepared by the Division
of State Planning, identify areas where manpower
planning and development is most needed and recom-
mend goals, objectives and. policies required to meet
these needs. By statute, the State Manpower Council
should then be responsible for conducting manpower
planning required by the state. Specific responsibility
for coordinating and planning programs for the disad-
vantaged shonld be assigned to the State Manpower
Council.

2. Educational Policy and
Interagency Coordination

The schools do not operate in a vacuum: they cannot
provide all services to all students. For this reason,
education must be closely coordinated in planning and
operating_ with other agencies which provide hurian
services to insure maximum efficiency of all educa-
tional programs. In this way, unnecessary duplication
of programs should be eliminated, and new programs
that are begun should complement other state pro-
grams. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 5: The State Board of Education
should coordinate its educational programs with-the
State Manpower Council and with those of other state
agencies which provide human services, inciuding, but

not limited to, the Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services, the Department of Commu-
nity Affairs. and the Department of Commerce.

AN EDUCATIONAL
INFORMATION SYSTEM

As the state provides greater flexibility to the locai
school districts, it will be essential that there be avail-
able at both the state and district level full and accurate
information regarding education in Florida. It will be
necessary to know, for example, how state funds for
education are being spent, numbers of students
enrolled, kinds of programs available, data on certifica-
tion of teachers, information on the construction of
new buildings, etc. Sound decisions canr.ot be made
without pertinent data. At present, however, needed
information is often either not collected or so
organized that it is not available when needed.

Despite the lack of a comprehensive system, much
educational information is collected by the state.
However, sections of the education community collect
the same type of data and report it to various agencies
without central planning or review of the collection
process. There is no single, comprehensive, data bank.
Often information that is available has serious gaps
or is so controlled or organized that it cannot be used
for decision making. Obtaining reports and analyses
is often time consuming and frequently it is impossible
to know how state funds are being spent for education.
Of equal importance, there is little help available to
districts which will allow them to utilize existing data
for decision making.

Modern technology provides for the centralized
assembly of information without storing all pertinent
data at a central point. Such a system has already been
ma:;dated by law and by 4 regulation of the State Board
of Education, but this requirement has not yet pro-
duced a functicsing infermation system. The Depart-

‘ment of Education already has plans to develop such

an information system, but a functioning system has
not yet become operational. Therefore, we recommend
that:

Recommendation 6: By 1974 the State Board of Educa-
tion should complete a plan for the establishment of
a comprehensive educational information system to
provide information for all ievels of education. This
plan should identify what information is needed at the
state level; how the inforination is to be assembled,
stored, summarized and distributed to appropriate
decision makers; and, it should indicate how the infor-
mation systzm will be used to meet local needs. Finally,
the plan should present procedures for establishing

.
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@ state technical advisory committee for educational
information and suggest incentives  to  districts
developing exemplary information systems.

REGIONAL * SOURCE CENTERS
FOR =DUCATION

1t has long been recognized that small school districts
are often unable to provide a full range of educational
services to students. Because of this there has been
a sharp drop in the number of schoo! districts nation-
wide through consolidation. In 1932 there were
132,000 districts, whilein 1971 there were only 17,000.

In 1947 Florida school district lines were made coter--

minus with county boundaries, thus reducing the
number of schoo} districts in the state to sixty-seven.
This number vhile relatively low, still leaves a situa-
tion in which-some -school districts are not able, on
their own, to provide complete educational services
to all students, and further consolidation of school dis-
tricts should’ receive the continued interest of the
Florida'Legislature. In the meantime, another way to
improve the delivery of educational services is through
the creation of. Regional Resource Centers.

1. Regional Resource Centers

These centers would be designed to stimulate coop-
eration between and among districts so that the
resources of one district may be available to other dis-
tricts as well. Small costly programs, such as those
for exceptional children, can benefit from regional
cooperation by allowing & group of counties to join
together to provide a full range of programs for a larger
number of children with learning disabilities. Similarly,
as the state develops regional health programs and
specific health services in the local schools, inter-
district cooperation can help avoid duplication and can
allow counties, working together, to have a full range
of health services available for students. Pre-service
and in-service training of teachers and administrators
can be best achieved through regional cooperative
programs. The cooperative use of curriculum experts
by a number. of districts can also be beneficial, espe-
cially in cases in which a district is too small to provide
“in-house’’ personnel for every field.

In a region in which there are large school districts
surrounded by smaller ones, Regional Resource Cen-
ters should facilitate thc smaller districts’ entering into
contractual arrangements with larger districts for ser-
vices which are otherwise umravailable to them. In
regions which include only small districts, new services
can be created through cooperation and contractual
arrangements. Expensive services such as computers

and testing equipment can be used more efficiently
if shared by a number of school districts. Furthermore,
the talent and resources of post-secondary institutions
can and should be available to a greater extent to dis-
tricts throngh regional cooperation. The opportunity
for improvernent exists in all these areas. Careful
planning and cooperation can bring benefits to both
the state and the districts.

Two recent actions can form the basis for the estab-
lishment of Regional Resource Centers. The 1972
Legislature created a regional resource center for visu-
ally handicappea students as the first of 15-25 centers
to be located around the state. The Departmeut of
Education also recently created regional education dis-
tricts to be used for comprehensive planning, da‘a coi-
lection and data analysis. These are first steps but much
more remains to bé done. Therefore, we recommend
that:

Recommendation 7: The State Board of Education
should present to the 1974 Legislature a plan for the
creation of multi-county Regional Resource Centers 10
enable clusters of local school districts to: share
facilities; cooperate in the development of programs;
engage in joint planning efforts; and work together
for the pre-service and in-service training of teachers
and administrators. The use of existing resources for

these centers should Ee encouraged in every way pos-
sible.

2, Regional Planning

Consistent with the use of Regional Resource
Centers, there needs to be regional planning for educa-
tional pq‘licy.\At present, however, regional planning
is conducted’ without the inclusion of institutions of
higher education. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 8: Public and private post-
secondary institutions, including vocational centers,
commun , colleges, colleges and universities, should
be included in all regional educational planning.

NON-PJBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION

The Committee recognizes private educational
institutions as a viable force in our society and they
must remain as such. Because of this the state has
certain responsibilities to children who attend non-
public schools. T. crefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 9: The Legislature should authorize
that school health and assessment programs be 1iade
available to studenis in pr -ate schools.
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At present there is no accurate way to determine
how many students are attending private schools, what
the enrollment is in these schools and what programs
they offer. If the state is to have a satisfactory informa-
tion system, the registration of all schools, both public
and private, is necessary. Therefore, we recommend
that:

Recommendation 10: The Legislature should require
private schools to register with the state for informa-
tional purposes. This should be done by removing
present exemptions and enforcing present statutes.




SECTION II
THE COMMUNITY AND THE SCHOOL




INTRODUCTION

Opinion polls reveal that in recent years there has
been a -ious decline in the public’s confidence in
many institutions, including education. The public’s
confidence in the schools must be improved. This, we
believe, can be done by improving the channels of
commuprigation between the people and their schools.
There has been a long history of public involvement
with formal edication from the earliest days of the
thirteen colonies to the present day parent-teacher
association. But public understanding of education can
be greatly improved and this must be encouraged.

To strengthen this involvement we recommend in
this section that each school establish a School Advis-
ory Council composed of parents, administrators,
teachers, and, where practicable, studentsto help guide
policy ateach school. This group would then be respon-
sible for producing an Annual Report of School Prog-
ress which would detail the accomplishments and the
areas in need of improvement for that school. The
council would also disseminate its report to school
organizations such as the PTA, the media and the dis-
trict board of education. In this way theactive, on-going
participation of the citizens—and future citizens—can
be insured.

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN
EDUCATIONAL AFFAIRS

One of the outstanding features of the American
educational system has long been the participation of
citizens at the local school district level. This includes
voting for and serving on school boards or on advisory
boards to districts and through the PTA movement.
Citizen participation at the individual school, however,
should be strengthened.

To improve citizen participation in the functioning
of the individual school there should be a School
Advisory Council (SAC) whose membership should
be broadly representative of those persons served by
the school. It should function as an advisory group
to the principal and in general should work with him
on the development of budget, program, personnel pol-
icy and to improve the quality of education. This coun-
cil should serve on a continuing basis.
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One of the most important functions of the SAC
would be assisting the principal in preparation of the
Annual Report of School Progress, detailed below.
The School Advisory Council would thus have respon-
sibility for evaluating the school’s educational effec-
tiveness and reporting this to parents, students and
the public at large in a plain, simple, easily read
manner. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 11: The Legislature should mandate
local schvol boards to establish School Advisory Coun-
cils at each school. They should be broadly representa-
tive of the community served by the school, including
parents, teachers, administrators and students, where
practicable; and they should have the responsibility to
assist in the preparation of the Annual Report of School
Progress. Plans for establishing these councils should
be developed by euach local school district.

THE ANNUAL REPORT OF
SCHOOL PROGRESS

The individual school should be the basic unit of
educational accountability in Florida. To achieve this
accountability there should be an Annual Report of
School Progress which details the improvements made
in education at the school during the year—and which
identifies the areas in need of further improvement.
Serving as a basic performance audit instrument,
hopefully, the Annual Report will become a powerful
tool for achieving school level improvements and inno-
vations. It will be a *‘report card’’ of the school to
the parents written in a plain, simple, brief style. There-
fore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 12: Legislation should be enacted to
require thatthe State Board of Education, through State
Bourd regulations, insures that there will be at each
school an Annual Report of School Progress and that
this report is broadly disseminated each year. This
legislation should insure that the Annual Report i~ com-
patible with both state accreditation and accountability
programs. The report should include schooi population
data, fiscal data, results of assessment programs,
attitudes toward the school as well as plans and pro-
grams for school improvement. The principal should




be responsible for the preparation of this report with
the assistance of the School Advisory Council.

Recommendation 13: Unusually promising innovations
in citizen involvement, School Advisory Council servi-
ces and schoollevel improvement accomplished as
a result of the Annual Report should be reported in
detailto the stateas part of the district’s comprehensive
plan. These innovations should be reviewed for possible
dissemination to other districts.

THE COMMUNITY SCHOOL

Schools need to be more involved with the commu-
nity of which they are a part. Closer ties with the com-
munity will'allow a much greater use of the resources
that surround the school; students will begin to learn
from the community not about the community. As the
schools become more tied to the community, oppor-
tunities for volunteer work in the schools will be greatly
expanded and the schools will use persons skilled in
various areas (such as music or agriculture) as learning
resources. The schools will come to provide a variety
of social services as the school plant will be used for
more than just education. There will be greater ease
of moving in and out of formal education as students
gain experience in the community as well as in the
classroom. Adult education will be furthered as the
schools begin to serve more fully all citizens, not just
the young. Career education will be improved as the
entire community is used as a learning tool.
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In recent years Florida and other states have begun
programs in some areas which are designed to have
the school plant play an increasingly importaat role
for all persons in the community. Examples of this
conceptare many: some schools have established after-
school recreational programs, some educational pro-
grams for retired persons, and yet others have begun
programs to teach English as a foreign language as
part of evening educational programs. The possibilities
of the “‘community school’’ are as varied as the com-
munity involved. No longer does the school have to
close its doors in the early afternoon. On the contrary,
the school of the future must broaden its services and
it must encourage other agencies to use the facility
to serve the entire community by providing a variety
of social services around the clock if necessary.

The Florida Community School Act of 1970 began
to foster this concept by providing funds for certain
community education pilot programs. Through this act
there have been established sixty-three community
school projects in seventeen counties. These projects,
however, represent only a small beginning in the type
of community-based programs which Florida should
have. Therefcre, we recommend that:

Recommendation 14: The Legislature should increase
funding of the Community School Act of 1970 so that
the benefits of community education can be broadened
considerably.




' SECTION III
THE SCHOOL PROGRAM
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INTRODUCTION

The school program—that is, what is taught in the
schools—is the essence of education. Consistent with
our philosophy that maximum flexibility should be
vested in the local school district, we have carefully
avoided making recommendations as to how skills and
competencies should be taught in the schools. Instead,
we have addressed those areas of the school program
which are properly a part of state educational policy.
The one central part of the school curriculum which
the state may expect all students to complete is that
of basic skills, including reading, writing, and com-
putation. In addition to basic skills, state policy should
seek to improve aesthetic and cultural education, citi-
zenship education, career education, exceptional child
education, early childhood education, education for
the disadvantaged child, programs for gifted children
and experimentation with non-traditional forms of
education.

BASIC SKILLS

In the Accountability Act of 1971, the Legislature
of Florida required the State Board of Education to
establish measurable performance objectives in the
areas of basic skills. Based on this, objectives inreading,
writing, and computation are being developed and the
Citizens’ Committee supports this action.

There are, however, other areas of education in
which objectives need to be established. Aesthetic and
cultural studies must also be seen as important to
education, for these areas give direction, meaning and
quality to life. In addition, students should be able
to master the basic problems faced by the consumer
in our society. They should be able to figure tax percen-
tages, per-unit prices of goods and interest payments;
they should know how to read labels and obtain help
with consumer problems. Teaching these skills, how-
ever, does not necessarily have to be accomplished
through a particular course and may be done through
the entire curriculum. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 15: The Legislature should require
the State Board of Education to accelerate its efforts
to develop state performance objectives in the areas

of reading, writing and computation. Once these basic
skill priorities are completed, the Board should estab-
lish performance objectives in other important areas
of education.

CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION

Florida’s educational system has the responsibility
for providing young people with basic attitudes, under-
standings, and skills to better fulfill their role as par-
ticipating citizens in a democracy. Throughout the his-
tory of our country we have consistently called upon
public education to develop future citizens who are
dedicated to, and have a good understanding of, our
democratic institutions and who have learned the
responsibilities of freedom. Now that the vote has been
extended to all eighteen-year olds, the school has an
even greater r_esponsibility for citizenship training.

To help students become the kinds of citizens we
need, schools should go far beyond the four walls of
the classroom to provide each student with a chance
to actively participate in building a better community.
Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 16: The Legislature should require
school districts to provide a series of community ser-
vice experiences for students prior to their leaving the
school. These experiences should be voluntary or paid-
work experiences to bring students into direct contact
with the community. Where appropriate, credit should
be given for graduation. Procedures for developing
and evaluating these programs should be included in
the comprehensive plan of the school district.

CAREER EDUCATION

Career education merges the world of work and the
academic world in order to redirect the educational
process toward meeting the needs of the community
at large. Goingfar beyond vocational education which
primarily seeks to train a student for a specific task,
career education involves a blending of academic
studies with career skills. Career education includes
two very compelling advantages. For one, basic sub-
jects suchas math and reading can be structured around
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the theme of career opportunities and requirements
in the world of work, thereby bringing added realism
and understandable goals into the educational sys-
tem. Secondly, the total resources of a commu-
nity—business, industry and citizens—can be com-
bined with those of education to meet the needs of
students.

A comprehensive educational program focused on
career development should begin in the elementary
school and continue through the adult years. At pres-
ent it is envisioned that career education might be
implemented as follows. In elementary school students
are informed about the wide range of jobs in our society
and the roles and requirements involved. Inthe middle
school years, students may explore several specific
clusters of occupations through firsthand experiences
and field observation, as well as classroom instruction.
They will be assisted in selecting occupational areas
for further study at the senior high level. In senior
high school, students pursue their selected occupa-
tional areas, exercising one of three options: intensive
job preparation for entry into the world of work
immediately upon leaving high school, preparation for
post-secondary occupational education, or preparation
for four-year college. Easy access both into and out
of educational settings must be a part of career
education, with no punitive effects from trying one
alternative and later coming back and going another
route. Provisions should be made for persons presently
at the adult career level.

An essential aspect of career education is that of
counseling with students concerning their future voca-
tional choices and supplying information relating to
various types of careers. In addition, public school
counselors mustconcern themselves with the problems
of transition from school to work. (See Student Person-
nel Services Section.) Implementing career education
will involve comprehensive curriculum revision
beginning in the first grade or earlier and continuing
through the adult years as well as this new approach
to counseling and pupil personnel services.

Local school districts must establish placement and
follow-up services for all students graduating or leaving
the public schoo! system, including area vocational
centers and community colleges. The Florida State
Employment Service and private personnel agencies
already serve a large number of students, but the place-
ment of students in both full-time and part-time jobs
would be greatly facilitated if job placement services
were available.

Florida has been in the forefront n recognizing the
need for career education and attempting to implement
the concept. During the past two years, several pilot
projects in career education have been in progress,
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and four career education program models have been
developed as outcomes of these pilot programs. This
effort should be continued and expanded. Therefore,
we recommend that: i

Recommendation 17: The Legislature should mandate
career education as an integral part of the Florida
school program at all levels and for all students and
provide developmental funds for a specified period of
time. In doing so, the Legislature should require the
State Board of Education to develop guidelines for:

(A) The revision of curricula throughout all levels
of education to insure its being more directly
related to the world of work so that it enables
each child to understand the relevance of formal
education to career choices.

(B) The retraining of teachers throughout all levels
of education for the concept of career education
so that they can provide students with career
understandings and career exposures as part of
their instructional programs.

Recommendation 18: In keeping with the guidelines
issued by. the Commissioner of Education, the State
Board of Education should require school districts to
submit, as part of their comprehensive plan, a three-
year developmental plan to implement career educa-
tion at all levels of the public school program.

Recommendation 19: A s part of their career education
programs, each school district should establish within
its secondary schools job placement services. The
design of these services should be developed in coop-
eration with the Florida Employment Service. In addi-
tion to job placement, they should provide follow-up
and feedback information to the school districts, so
that the school’s educational program can be improved
to increase the employability of students.

EXCEPTIONAL CHILD EDUCATION

The Committee recognizes that ‘‘Exceptional Child
Education’” has been an all encompassing term applied
to children with a range of physical and mental hand-
icaps as well as'those endowed with special academic
talents. We believe that this has tended to cause confu-
sion in the minds of the people. Therefore, we have
chosen to deal with academically gifted children as
a separate topic in this section. All other excep-
tionalities covered under Florida Statutes are included
in the recommendations covered by this topic area.

In 1968 legislation was passed- which provided that
within a few years special programs for exceptional




children will be available to virtually all such students
in the state. However, there are a number of areas
in which current programs should be expanded.

1. Regional Pregrams for
Exceptional Children

Educational programs for exceptional children
require specially trained teachers, special facilities,
support services, and modification in curriculum and
methodology. These programs, because of their
expense and because of the small number of students
with certain exceptionalities residing in some areas,
can best be devejoped through the Regional Service
Center concept. Such centers should provide profes-
sional diagnosis,evaluationand curriculumservicesand
might serve as education centers utilizing already exist-
ing facilities such as those of a university or a state
agency. In other states special education districts
whichincorporate anumber of school districts are com-
monplace. In Florida this concept is not as common
but has been used, for example, for programs for the
deaf, blind, trainable retarded and other low prevalence
groups. The delivery of services to exceptional chil-
dren should not be limited by county lines. Therefore,
we recommend that:

Recommendation 20: The Legislature should fund the
establishment of regional and sub-regional multi-
county exceptional child education szrvices for diag-
nosis, evaluation and education in areas where there
are only a few children with a particular learning dis-
ability.

2. Early Childhood Education
for Exceptional Children

The earlier exceptional children can be helped, the
better the chance they will have to cope with their
learning difficulties. It is imperative that we begin
-to work with exceptional children before they reach
kindergarten age. Such instruction does not have to
be provided at the school, but may be given by teachers
who travel to the child’s home. At present, it is legally
permissible to spend exceptional child education funds
for three- to five-year olds, but the'number of children
who receive these services is extremely small. There-
fore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 21: The Legislature should increase
funding for exceptional child education to provide for
training pre-kindergarten age children.

3. Non-Publi¢ Exceptional
Child Education
Thirty-three states permit school districts to contract
with private schools for handicapped children to pro-
vide services when it is impractical or impossible for

17

the school system to do so. Next year Florida will
begin to do this, but at present there is no accreditation
system which will allow parents and educators to make

wise decisions on the use of these schools. Florida
has established minimum standards for private higher
educational institutions through aboard which operates
for that specific purpose. So it should be for excep-
tional child education. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 22: The Legislature should establish
a Council for Exceptional Child Education empowered
with the responsibility of recommending the extending
of accreditation by the State Board of Education to
only those non-public schools which seek accreditation
and whose programs are consistent with best educa-
tional policy. Non-public schools that contract with
the state must undergo-this accreditation procedure
prior to receiving state funds.

4. Support for the Department of
Education Exceptional Child Program

Since 1968 the size of the exceptional child program
has tripled, but the budget of the State Exceptional
Child Section has decreased. In fact, the only
increased funding for the Section has been from
residual federal funds. This type of funding is clearly
inadequate since it depends on the vagaries of federal
legislation and does not meet the need for the develop-
ment of exceptional child programs throughout the
state. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 23: The Legislature should fund the
Department of Education’s Exceptional Child Educa-
tion Section from state resources to provide adequately
for the dev<lopment of exceptional child programs
throughout the state.

EDUCATION FOR GIFTED STUDENTS

In all groups of students, there are some who are
able to move through the subject matter with extraordi-
nary comprehension and speed. These students, often
referred to as ‘ ‘gifted students,”” should be able to study
2t their own level, and should be encouraged to inves-
tizate- problems that interest them and to engage in
a higher degree of independent study. Often these stu-
dents are exceptionally creative and become bored and
disenchanted with school unless they receive the free-
dom and the encouragement they need.

At present, there are about 200 teachers of the gifted
in the schools of Florida. However, experts agree
that this figure is a good deal less than adequate. It
should be enlarged substantially through state action.
Therefore, we recommend that:
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Recommendation 24: The Legislature should provide
adequate funding to the Department of Education’s
Exceptional Child Education Section so as to enable
this office to encourage local districts to establish
gifted child ediication programs and to provide them
technical assistance in doing. so.

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

Without doubt, the early years of a child’s life are
of unparalleled significance to emotional and intel-
lectual development. The experiences a child has in
the pre-school years can deeply shape his later life:
experiences which are rich and meaningful can benefit
the child throughout his life; experiences which hinder
his proper development can be a handicap that may
never be overcome.

Because the Legislature recognized the critical
nature of the early childhood years, in 1972 the Office
of Early Childhood Development was created and
placed within the Office of the Governor. This Office

+is charged with the responsibility of conducting a major
study of early childhood programs which assist the
family in its primary role of providing an environment
conducive to the full development of. small children.
An interim report will be presented to the 1973 Legisla-
ture and will give particular attention to the following
areas:

1. Requirements for interagency program coordi-
nation.

2. Requirements for the effective state regulation of
early childhood and day-care programs.

3. The extent to which districts, state agencies, uni-
versities and private agencies cooperate in the
design of training programs for early childhood and
family development personnel and for implement-
ing local programs.

4. Consideracion of priorities and alternative funding
mechanisms for the recommended plan.

To further this important study of early childhood
programs, we recommend that:

Recommendation 25: The Legislature should continue
Junding forthe Office of Early Childhood Development
in the Office of the Governor. The extension of this
office and organization should run through June 30,
1974, and should include funds for an in-depth
interagency review and evaluation of the plan for early
childhood and jamily development to be submitted to
the Legislature June 30, 1973.

NON-TRADITIONAL PROGRAMS

For a century, ‘“‘education’ has been a term that
meant basically one thing to all people: it implied a
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classroom with one teacher, about thirty students,
recitations from textbooks, a school year from Sep-
tember to June, and so on. Today, this stereotype is
being challenged as hundreds of innovations are
introduced into the schools.

Some schools have experimented with textbooks
written -by students and others have moved to year-
round programs. The ‘‘Parkway School’’ idea—that
is, education without buiidings and classrooms—has
been tried, as have the use of programmed learning
devices, ‘‘modular classes’” and computer-assisted
instruction. The numbers of innovations seem almost
endless.

1. Elimination of Barriers
. To Change

Innovation is healthy and beneficial for education
and must be encouraged at the state level. However,
there are at present numerous barriers which hinder
the development of innovations in education. Funding
formulas often are so inflexible that change is difficult.
Personnel policies can discourage the creative use of
instructional personnel, and building plans can make
the 30-student classroom almost a necessity. Accredi-
tation procedures can institutionalize traditional con-
cepts of education, and the lack of in-service training
for educators can result in programs which are stag-
nated in superannuated ideas of the past.

To stimulate change and create an environment that
is hospitable to the development of non-traditional
educational ideas, the Committee believes that addi-
tional revisions of statutes and state policies may be
needed to achieve greater diversity in educational pro-
grams at the local level. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 26: The Legislature should authorize
the State Board of Education to waive requirements
that restrict the development of innovative educational
programs.,

2. Removal of Course
Requirement Barriers:

Of equal concern is the manner in which the
nineteenth-century Carnegie unit and traditional
course requirements have caused schools throughout
the nation to be very much the same. Therefore, we
recommend that:

Recommendation 27: The State Board of Education
should provide local districts with flexibility in the areas
of course requirements, time requirements and
program of study requirements. In turn, local school




| districts should require school-level pilot programs appropriate criteria for the assessment of students in
which replace course, grade and time requirements their transition from one educational level to another.
with performance-based competency requirements. Initially, particular attention should be given to pilot

programs for returning veterans who have obtained
Recommendation 28: The State Board of Education equivalency qualifications from service-related experi-
should provide guidelines for the development of more ences.
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. SECTION 1V
SCHOOL SERVICES




INTRODUCTION

If students are to learn effectively, the schools must
be deeply concerned with factors which affect the abil-
ity of students to learn. The schools must have trained
specialists in pupil personnel work who can diagnose
the sources of learning difficulties and provide a
friendly ear for students. Students who are plagued
with health problems cannot learn well, so in the
schools there must be trained health workers who can
identify health problems and refer students to the
proper health care facilities. Students who, because
of emotional problems or other reasons, create a dis-
ruptive situation in the classroom prevent other stu-
dents from learning. These students need special atten-
tion given to solving their problems and helping them
act in a responsible manner. Yet another factor which
affects learning is instructional materials. They must
be up-to-date, have a wide range of uses and be readily
available throughout the system. Recommendations
are made in this section in each of these areas: pupil
personnel services, school health services, handling
disruptive students and selecting instructional materi-
als and equipment.

PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES

In recent years the Legislature has taken some
important actions to make pupil personnel services
more available in the schools of Florida. There is,
however, much to be done, and we believe that the
recommendations made below will help eliminate many
of the existing deficiencies in the area of pupil personnel
services.

A major change must be made in the role of the
counselor. At present, the counseior is often unable
to perform actual counseling; rather, he is expected
to perform a variety of tasks which might best be han-
dled by aides. The Committee is of the mind that coun-
selors shall be engaged in those professional duties
for which they are trained: working with students in
time of crisis, providing career information, referring
students for help, and working with teachers toimorove
the atmosphere of the classroom.

Another major change which must be instituted-is
that of career counseling. A recent survey of first-year
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college students revealed overwhelmingly that they felt
this to be an area in which they needed much more
help.

If career education is to be successful, it is essential
that counselors have the proper training for this kind
of counseling and that they are provided the time neces-
sary for this activity.

Still another area in which state policy is required
to improve the services available to students is that
of insuring there are enough pupil personnel workers
to meet the needs of the students of Florida. At present
there is a serious shortage of trained personnel. For
example, there is a ratio of only one elementary coun-
selor to every 3,000 elementary students on a statewide
basis. Likewise, there are only 210 school psycholo-
gists and only 600 visiting teachers in the entire state.
If the schools are to provide adequate services, it
is apparent that the numbers of counselors, school
psychologists and visiting teachers must be greatly
expanded.

To bring about these improvements in pupil person-
nel services, we recommend that:

Recommendation 29: Local boards of education
should provide for the training and employment of
aides to assist the school counselor in providing guid-
ance services.

Recommendation 30; The Legislature should review the
Occupational Specialist Program to make certain that
it is being utilized by districts to provide better career
counseling and placement services to students. Full
Sunding should be provided for this program with the
proviso that local districts insure job placement and
Sfollow-up services be included as individual or
cooperatively developed programs in every secondary
school in Florida. In addition, incentive funds should
be provided to encourage the development of:

(A) Programs whichare designed for one or more sec-
ondary schools working cooperatively with other
agencies such as youth cpportunity centers to
achieve placement and follow-up services for stu-
dents.
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(B) Programs designed to bring employment coun-
selors and university counselor-training personnel
into cooperative arrangements with district per-
sonnel in the preparation of occupational special-
ists.

Recommendation 31: The Legisiature should provide
for the expansion of pupil personnel services through-
out the state. This expansion should be accomplished
within a four-year period and should result in the dou-
bling of the present number of pupil personnel workers
including elementary school counselors, occupational
specialists, school social workers and school
psychologists.

SCHOOL HEALTH SERVICES

No student can learn successfully if handicapped
by poor health. However, the delivery of health ser-
vices to students in Florida is now clearly unsatisfac-
tory. There is a wide variation in the amount of health
funds spent per child in the counties of Florida, and
in many counties screening is inadequate or, in some
instances, non-existent. There is an acute shortage
of trained school health personnel and for some Stu-
dents who live in rural sections of the state, there is
a lack of health facilities themselves. Florida cannot
tolerate a situation in which students are not receiving
adequate health care.

1. Responsibility for Health Care Services

At present, there is an unclear division of efforts
for school healthbetween the Department of Education
and the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Ser-
vices. We believe that the responsibility for the deliv-
ery of health services should be given to the Depart-
ment of Health and Rehabilitative Services since this
Department has the personnel trained in health care.
The responsibility for health education programs,
exceptional child education and in-service education
of teaching personnel should remain with the Depart-
ment of Education. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation32: The Legislature should assign the
responsibility for. ihe planning and delivery of health
care services in the schools to the Departiment of
Health and Rehabilitative Services.

2. A State School Health Plan

With the responsibility for the delivery of school
health services being clearly established as a function
of the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Ser-
vices, it will be necessary for that Department to for-
mulate a comprehensive school health delivery plan.

24

Thisplan should provide details on the periodic screen-
ing of students for sight. hearing and dental problems;
periodic physical examinations; the use of para-
professional school health aides; transportation of stu-
dents to health facilities; and the costs of providing
these services. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 33: Legislation should be enacted to
require the Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services to design a statewide comprehensive school
health plan in conjunction with the State Board of
Education and in cooperation with local school boards.

3. The School Heaith Specialist

Inseveanteen Florida cuunties there is a school health
specialist who, as an official of the local school district,
coordinates health education programs, the in-service
training of teachers and the school’s health referral
program. The availability of these specialists needs
to be extended throughout the state. This can be done
in conjunction with the Regional Resource Center con-
cept as detailed earlier in this report. Therefore, we
recommend that:

Recommendation 34: The Legislature should expand
the availability of school health specialists so that there
is at least one such specialist in each large county
or one available to a consortium of counties operating
in conjunction with a Regional Resource Center.

4. Health Education

The Legislature in 1970 passed a health education
act which provided essentially a drug education
program. Health education is far broader than this.
To expand and improve health education in Florida
we support the efforts of the Department of Education
and the Department of Health and Rehabilitative Ser-
vices to sponsor legislation for the training of teachers
and administrators in health education and for the
establishment of regional health resource centers.
Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 35: The Legislature should give seri-
ous attention to comprehensive health education legis-
lation to establish in-service health education pro-
grams and to create regional health resource centers.

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS
FOR DISRUPTIVE STUDENTS

If we are to have a system of education which meets
the needs of all students, we must take major steps
to improve the treatment of students who have been
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perceived as disruptive influences in the classroom.
A recent opinion poll revealed that the problem of
discipline in the schools was the one issue identified
as the most pressing problem which education faces
today. Many factors contribute to what is called disrup-
tive behavior or delinquency, bothin and out of school:

. home, society, the student, the nature of the school

program and teachers themselves. Whatever the case,
the school must deal with the problem of discipline
rather than avoid it. The widely used practices of sus-
pension or expulsion of disruptive students are both
harmful to the student and generally ineffective since
these methods simply get rid of the problem in the
school. Yet in most districts there have been few other
alternatives developed.

One way to handle students who have repeatedly
beendiscipline problems is to provide special programs
and services designed to help the student achieve
academically and to gain a personai sense of dignity
and responsibility. Programs of this «;pe are already
available in severa! school districts including
Escambia, Palm Beach, Alachua and Dade Counties.
These programs appear to be effective and, in the judg-
ment of the Committee, they should serve as models
for the development of similar programs throughout
the state.

These redirection programs may be operated as a
special program in a large school, or may be placed
in a central location for use by an entire school district
or by a consortium of several small school districts.
They should stress personal attention through counsel-
ing and through a low student-teacher ratio. The pro-
gram should emphasize the use of all community
agencies that can provide services to the student and
his family. With redirection programs, group counsci-
ing techniques similar to the ones used in ‘‘half-way
houses’’ of the Department of Health and Rehabilita-
tive Services can be used, a proven approach which
has helped students become better able to deal with
themselves and their futures much more effectively.

Since redirection programs are designed to helg—not
punish—students, placemer:i in these prograis must
be done as a positive, not a punitive, action. For this
reason, placement in these programs must be done in
a professional manner which includes a thorough
review of the individual's case. Psychologists, youth
workers and school administrators must work together
to establish the most productive and helpful course
of action, and placement in the redirection program
must not be seen as permanent, only as temporary
for the length of time necessary to accomplish the goals
of the program.
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In establishing these programs, some Department
of Education Exceptional Child Education monies can
be utilized by districts but the-e should be close coordi-
nation with the Division of Youth Services and with
all other community service agencies. The develop-
ment of these programs sitould be directed by regional
groups of experts including persons such as psycholo-
gists, youth service-~orkers and school administrators.
The Legiclature should also require training programs
for handling problems in this field, including in-service
teacher training programs.

To establish redircc..on programs in Florida's
schools, we recommend that:

Recommendation 36: The Legisiature should fund, the
local school districts should establish, and the Depart-
ment of Education shorld assistin the creation of sre-
cial programs for students whose bchavior has been
consistently disruptive. Provisions should be made for
the training of personnel to work.in these programs,
and policies should be developed for the placement
of students in these programs to insure that students
receive the most beneficial treatment possible.

Recommendation 37: As part of the educational infor-
mation system records should be kept on the expulsion
and suspension of students.

EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS
AND EQUIPMENT

The Committee believes that Florida must provide
more freedom and flexibility to local school districts.
If this is to be achieved, it will be necessary to give
thie districts a greater control over the selection of text-
books and other educational materials. At present the
state “‘adopts’’ up to five textbooks for each course,
and generally, teachers must depend upon these
*'state-adopted” texts for use in their instructional
programs.The district has the authority to select no
more than ten percent of its materials from other than
the state-adopted list. While it may be true iliai the
districts have benefited from this present system
throtigh savings made {11 the price of materials and
through the adoption of good materials, the system
must be substantially changed. The district must be
given far more latitude if individualized instruction and
program flexibility are to emerge. Therefore, we
recommend that:

Recommendation 38: The Legislature should sub.ian-
tially increase above the present figure the percentage
of instructional material funds which local school dis-
tricts may use at their discretion to buy materials and
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equipment not otherwise included on the state adoption
list.

Recommendation 39: To achieve a more frequent
review of new and existing educational materials, the
Legislature should repeal existing statutes concerned
with textbook selection. The State Board of Educa-
tion should then acopt regulotions which insure
adequate periodic review of materials.

Recommendation 40: To insure a wider variety in the
selection of instructional materials, the Legislature

should repeal existing statutes which limit the number
of “*state-udopted’” textbooks to five. The State Board
of Education then should establish regulations which
are substantially larger than this number.

Recommendation 41: The State Board of Education
should establish procedures for the centralized
purchasing of materials und equipment in which dis-
tricts may participate on a voluntary busis. 1n addition,
the State Board of Education should provide technical
assistance to districts for purchasing materials and
writing specifications.




SECTION V
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT




INTRODUCTION

The key to the Florida educational system is its per-
sonnel. The higher the quality of its people the higher
the quality of the schools. The more these people
improve their teaching, managing and policy-making
skills the more schools will improve.

In our rapidly changing technological society greater
demands are being placed on teachers, administrators
and elected and appointed boards to continually
upgrade their effectiveness and the effectiveness of
the educational system. This section will recommend
training for board members, administrators and
teachers. It will also recommend personnel evaluation,
greater attention to the development of special skills
for those who will work with the disadvantaged and
procedures to encourage institution and school district
partnerships in both in-service and continuing pre-
service teacher education.

BOARD TRAINING

Just as on-going training for both teachers and
administrators is necessary, so too is training for
elected and appointed boards. The school system of
today is a complex operation, with a wide variety of
educational affairs, including budgeting procedures,
legal limits of board power, new development in educa-
tional technology, latest legislative actions, human
relation skills and many more. For these reasons, the
training of board members must be seen as an integral
part of service.on a board. Seed money is now available
to begin a modest pilot program for training district
school board personnel. However, the Committee
believes school board training should be a continuing
program of major proportions. To accomplish training
programs for board members, we recommend that:

Recommendation 42: Legislation should be enacted
requiring the State Board of Education to provide
school board members with on-going training pro-
grams and fund them accordingly. Operation of this
program should be conducted in cooperation with the
Florida State School Board Association.

Recommendation 43: Legislation should be enacted
requiring the State Board of Education to initiate
similar on-going training programs for appointed
trustee boards; Department of Education personnel
should provide the technical assistance necessary to
develop these programs.

MANAGEMENT TRAINING FOR
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATORS AND
OTHER NON-INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL

The major improvements in the efficiency of school-
ing depend upon upgrading the leadership and manage-
ment skills of school principals, superintendents and
other school officials. The principal, in particular, plays
a crucial role of leadership in the school. It has been
found by the Committee that a school with a talented,
competent and well-trained principal can be expected
to provide good educational experiences for students.
A principal or superintendent who lacks interpersonal
skills can effectively stifle educational improvement,
while an administrator who has the confidence of his
staff and the will to press for educational reform can
inspire schools to greatness. Administrators and other
officials must be famiiliar with recent innovations and
research in education and they must understand recent
developments in personnel management, including col-
lective bargaining. Furthermore, sophisticated tech-
niques of Self-evaluation, long-range planning and
stimulating change must be both understood and prac-
ticed by administrators.

Businesses continuously provide in-service training
toemployees, and professional persons suchas lawyers
and physicians regularly undergo training to insure that
they are acquainted with the latest techniques in their
field. So it should be for educational leaders.

We believe most Florida administrators want the
opportunity to identify and acquire new skills which
will help them lead our schools toward these objectives
with the greatest possible effectiveness. Thus, the pro-
fessional community must take the lead in designing
and implementing self-improvement programs and the
state must provide the fiscal and technical assistance
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to accelerate this process. Toward these ends the Com-
mittee recommends that:

Recommendation 44: The Legislature should establish
a program for school mangement improvement
designed to upgrade the management and leader-
ship skills of school principals, superintendents,
administrators and other non-instructional person-
nel. Representatives of the business community
should be included in the design and implementation
of these programs.

TENURE FOR ADMINISTRATORS

The Committee believes that if a superintendent is
to be an effective administrator he must have the right
to both hire and remove the principals and supervisors
below him. At present, however, Florida Statutes
make this almost impossible. The law states that an
administrator who is presently under continuing con-
tract is entitled to continue in that or a similar position
until he resigns or “‘his contractual status is changed.”’
Thus, in effect, a superintendent does not have the
flexibility to mold his administrative staff into a more
effective organization if it is needed.

To provide the superintendent more power to do
this—while at the same time providing job security
to administrators and supervisors—the Citizens’ Com-
mittee believes that administrators and supervisors
should receive multiple-year contracts—but not tenure
as administrators or supervisors. Of course, if an
administrator or supervisor had received tenure as a
teacher before becoming an administrator, and the
superintendent wished to replace him, he would still
be able to return to a teaching position for which he
is qualified. To establishthistypeof system, we recom-
mend that:

Recommendation 45: The Legislature should repeal
present statutes which provide tenure to administrators
and replace these statutes with one which allows
multiple-year contracts to principals and supervisors.
This change should in no way prevent an administrator
tenured as a teacher from returning to a teaching posi-
tion for which he is qualified and with a salary commen-
surate with that position.

TEACHER EDUCATION

One key to improving our schools is to improve the
skills of those who are responsible for carrying out
the schooling process. Programs and instructional
techniques will be better only as the insights and skills
of those who must implement them are continuously
upgraded throughout the person’s carcer. At present
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teacher preparation is usually based on the completing
of certain prescribed courses at a college or university.

*In-service upgrading too often follows the same pat-

tern. This system may provide the teacher with useful
information about the educational process but does
not necessarily insure that the teacher has gained the
skills and competencies which are needed in the class-
room and the schools.

1. Competency-Based Pilot Programs

The Committee believes that, at _this time,
‘‘competency-based’’ teacher education programs pro-
vide a promising model to improve teaching skills at
both the pre-service and the in-service levels. In a
competency-based system, teachers are expected to
demonstrate a mastery of teaching skills as well as
a mastery of subject matter. In certain teacher training
programs in -Florida, competency-based programs
already have been initiated. Top priority should be
given to extending this concept throughout the state.
Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 46: The Legislature should fund pilot
projects designed to develop alternative competency-
based teacher education programs. The colluboration
of schooldistricts, professional associations, commun-
ity colleges, universities andthe Department of Educa-
tion should be used to establish a unified program
for both beginning and experienced-teachers.

2. Alternatives to Present
Certification Programs

At present pre-service training of future teachers
is primarily the responsibility of colleges and univer-
sities while in-service training is the responsibility of
the local school districts. The Committee believes
that teacher education can be facilitated by the collabo-
ration of various educational agencies from the be-
ginning of the teacher education process. As the
state moves toward performance-based teacher
certification, school districts, the Department of
Education, the universities, and the organized profes-
sion will need to be involved in training for both initial
certification and extension of certification. In this way
we will develop a partnership between the teacher
training institutions and the local school districts.

The use of greatly expanded cooperation among all
levels of teacher education programs will allow much
more flexibility in the training of teachers. For
instance, if a person with a special skill, such as an
artist or a business manager, wanted to become cer-
tified without having to leave his present position and
reside at a university, this could be facilitated and he
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could study for his certification while remaining at his
present job. Similarly, if a school district wanted to
offer in-service programs to upgrade the quality of
teaching at the local level, experts from universities
could be brought in to help or the school district could
take advantage of university-based programs more eas-
ily than at present.

To promote these improvements in the certification
process, the Committee recommends that:

Recommendation 47: The State Board of Education
should redefine in regulations the roles of the univer-
sities, the Department of Education, the school dis-
tricts and the profession to increase cooperation
among these agencies so that each has a role in initial
and extended certification of teachers. The State
Board of Education should involve each of the agencies
in redefining these roles and responsibilities and
appropriate resources should be allocated to fulfill
these new roles.

3. Training for Working
with the Disadvantaged

Educating students from disadvantaged homes
requires special training, programs and materials.
Teachers, especially if they have never before worked
with disadvantaged students, must be taught how to
relate to these students and how to fire their interest
in academic work. Materials which are at the level
of the students must be selected and must be written
soasto stimulate, not alienate, poor students. Evaluat-
ing the students’ progress must be done so as to take
into consideration the backgrounds of the children.
Atpresent, however, there are practically no in-service
or pre-service training programs for teachers of the
disadvantaged. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 48: The State Board of Education
should encourage educational agencies, in coopera-
tion with school districts, to develop training programs
designed to improve the teachers’ skills in working
with disadvantaged students.

4. Teacher Centers

To further implement a system of collaboration
between the teacher training institutions and the local
school districts, we believe that there should be a state-
wide network of teacher centers designed to support
research and development efforts and to facilitate
testing, evaluating and demonstrating new materials,
equipment and instructional techniques. Teacher cen-
ters should not have a permanent structure, a perma-
nent faculty, or a permanent student body. On the
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contrary, these centers should be located in different
areas at different times; they should provide varying
programs and should have constantly changing
personnel. Furthermore, these centers should be
developed on a regional basis and should be designed
to account for the various sccioeconomic and cultural
differences found in Florida (e.g., rural, urban, sub-
urban, etc.).

What the teacher centers must have in common is
an 'Ia\trﬁosphere which allows instructional personnel
from universities, community colleges, school dis-
tricts, the Department of Education, professional
organizations and other related agencies to work
together as peers in an effort to improve education.
Through this type of cooperation there should be a
conscious effort made to remove lines of demarcation
and jurisdiction between the pre-service and in-service
training of instructional personnel. These centers
should have continuing state support and encourage-
ment to facilitate their long-range impact upon person-
nel and progre ms. Tocreate teacher centers, we recom-
mend that:

Recommendation 49: Legislation should be enacted
requiring the State Board of Education to establish
guidelines and procedures for implementing the
teacher center concept throughout Florida. In doing
so the Legislature should review policies and funding
Sormulas, making those changes which are required,
5o that a colluborative network of these centers can
be established. Specific plans for teacher center pro-
grams should be developed by the Department of
Education. These plans should reflect the intention
of the Legislature that teacher education is to become
a continuous process which requires an on-going part-
nership between the institutions and the educational
agencies involved.

PROFESSIONAL EVALUATION

The Citizens’ Committee believes that the vast
majority of Florida’s professional educational person-
nel have a sincere desire to upgrade their effectiveness-
through periodic evaluations of their performance.
Professional evaluation, we believe, should be for all
educational personnel, notjust teachers. Furthermore,
it should begin when a person enters the educational
system and continue throughout his career. Basically,
we believe, professional evaluation should not be seen
as something imposed upon the educator, but instead
be based upon his own self-improvement program.
What he assesses his needs to be and how well he
progresses from year to year toward meeting these
needs should be reported by him as a part of his person-
nel file.
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1. Establishing Professional Evaluations

Evaluation should be from as many different sources
as possible. Superintendents, in evaluating themselves,
should involve principals, school board members and
community groups and should want an outside audit
of their performance. Principals should enlist the help
of the superintendent, other principals, teachers, stu-
dents and the community at large to participate in their
professional evaluation and self-improvement plan.
Teachers should receive evaluations from the prin-
cipal, the department head and other teachers. They
should have others observe their classroom perfor-
mance or review videotapes of their work with students
and should receive evaluations from students and par-
ents.

To. achieve a professional evaluation/self-
improvement system for Florida's educational
personnel, the Committee recommends that:

Recommendation 50: The Legislature should study the
professional evaluation of educational personnel to
insure that it is being done in a consistent and satisfac-
tory manner. Furthermore, existing statutes dealing
with professional evaluation should be repealed and
replaced by regulations of the Stare Board of Educa-
tion which require self<improvement programs as an
integral part of professional evaluation and which
require that the sources of evaluation include, but not
be limited to: reactions of administrators, professional
peers, students beginning as early as practicable, and
the practitioner himself. Policies and procedures for
professional evaluation should be developed by each
district and reported fully in the district’s comprehen-
sive plan. Evaluation programs should be developed
in cooperation with the person to be evaluated.

Recommendation 51: The State Board of Education
should require that programs of professional improve-
ment stem directly from aggregated evaliation data
collected by a school or throughout a district. These
professional improvement programs should be re-
ported in summary as part of a school’s Annual Report
of School Progress.

DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING

During the past century the role of the typical teacher
has remained basically unchanged: Each teacher is
assigned a class of about thirty students and is expected
to disseminate information. This rigid pattern of
instruction is highly inefficient since professional
teachers spend much of their time on non-professional
duties which could best be left to teacher aides.
Furthermore, the present system does not reward the

highly talented teacher with a better salary based upon
different types of teaching responsibilities. At present.
the only way that a superior teacher can receive an
‘‘upper-income” salary is to become an administrator.
This often results in pulling the best teachers out of
the classroom and away from contact with the students.

In the future this type of staffing pattern will be
seen as a relic of the past. What should replace it in
the judgment of the Committee is differentiated staffing
patterns that use each teacher in the most effective
way possible. A teacher who is acknowledged to be
excellent will be paid as highly as an administrator
and will be able to receive instructional assignments
carrying with them greater professional respon-
sibilities. For instance, a teacher might be the leader
of a group of other teachers or might be in charge
of evaluating the effectiveness of a school’s grade level
or developing instructional prescriptions for students.
Similarly, routine duties such as duplicating papers and
collecting fees, duties which do not require a certified
teacher, will be given over to teacher aides to allow
the certified teacher to do what he or she does best:
teaching and working with students.

The way management utilizes its personnel directly
affects the achievement of the students and the effi-
ciency of a school. Managers ina school district should
analyze how they are presently using their personnel
and should be encouraged to develop innovative staff-
ing patterns which would increase the effective utiliza-
tion of the budget available to a school.

At present, however, the Carnegie unit, cer-
tification, accreditation, theadministrative organization
and the state funding formula have all to some extent
held back the utilization of personnel in new and cre-
ative ways. Today, the Florida educational funding for-
mula has a tendency to prevent local districts from
adopting differentiated staffing patterns. The recom-
mendations regarding school finance made in the
Finance Section of this report would eliminate school
finance formulas as a barrier to the establishment of
differentiated staffing concepts. However, there are
a number of other areas in which the Legislature can
take action to use personnel in more effective ways.

Therefore, the Citizens' Committee recommends
that: :

Recommendation 52: The State Board of Education
should require each school district to establish proce-
dures based on its needs which will differentiate the
responsibilities of instructional personnel. This should
be based upon a locally approved differentiated staff-
ing plan which includes specific objectives showing
how pupils will benefit. Salary rates should then be
commensurate with responsibility.
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Recommendation 53: The State Board of Education
should remove any regulations_concerning the use of
certified teaching personnel or the state accreditation
of schools which might prevent or discourage schools

from adopting differentiated staffing patterns.

Recommendation 54: The State Board of Education
and local school boards should place a high priority
on experimental programs which test new and efficient

staffing patterns in the public schools.
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INTRODUCTION

Educational decisions are all too often based ontradi-
tion rather than on research findings. Research must
be used to identify those programs and innovations
which are truly vaulable—and those which fail to be
productive. Research must also provide new knowl-
edge and help us predict more precisely the conse-
quences of teaching and learning programs which
we seek to implement throughout the educational
system. Only in this way can we be certain to achieve
educational progress.

To develop a state system of education which bases
policy decision on research, not merely on tradition,
is a goal of the Citizens’ Committee. To achieve this
goal, in this section we make a series of recommenda-
tions on improving and enlarging the state assessment
program, as well as expanding the state research and
development program.

STATE-LEVEL AND
DISTRICT-LEVEL ASSESSMENT

Through the assessment of educational performance,
both educators and the public alike can better under-
stand the progress of students, schools, school dis-
tricts, and even the state itself. Assessment can provide
parents with the kind of feedback on the progress of
their children that they want and deserve to have.
Assessment can serve as a basis for decisions concern-
ing educational policy. Furthermore, if we are to
individualize instruction, assessment becomes an
essential tool to ascertain what a student has mastered
to insure his continued progress. Students, parents,
educators, policy makers and the public at large must
have a clear understanding of student performance
obtained through the most reliable assessment tech-
niques available.

Still, there are certain limitations to assessment
which we must recognize. If used improperly, assess-
ment can restrict the curriculum and prevent us from
trying educational innovations. Also, since not all
schools or school districts teach the same materials
at the same time and since schools and districts differ
greatly in life styles and socioeconomic conditions, the
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comparison of assessment results between schools and
districts may be deceiving. In addition, the technical
limitations of testing instruments make it mandatory
that caution is used in the interpretation of assessment
results.

Nevertheless, the Committee believes we must
expand our statewide assessment program while recog-
nizing its inherent limitations. At present this program
consists of three major components: the Department
of Education’s program of criterion-referenced testing,
the Eighth-Grade Test and the Twelfth-Grade Test.
These components should be continued, broadened
and centrally coordinated. Recommendations made
below are designed to accomplish this.

1. Administration of the State Assessmen* Program

If Florida’s state assessment program is to prove
effective, there must be coordinated direction to the
program. Presently the program’s three components
are managed independently. In the judgment@of the
Committee, the state program should be viewed in its
totality and should not be allowed to remain an uncoor-
dinated system. To accomplish this, the Committee
recommends that:

Recommendation 55: The Legislature should direct the
State Board of Education to unite all assessment pro-
grams under one office. This should be accomplished
with existing resources. This office should be responsi-
ble for conducting central planning for assessment,
overseeing the development and improvement of
assessment tools, recommending state program mod-
ifications and achieving coordination between cur-
riculum and assessment personnel.

Recommendation 56: This office should be charged with
rapidly disseminating assessment results on the
accomplishment of state objectives and providing
interpretations to all interested persons including state-
level policy makers, local school district officials, the
media, parents, students and the public at large.

Recommendation 57: The Eighth-Grade and Twelfth-
Grade Test programs should be coordinated by this
single office to facilitate the creation of an effective
centrally planned, state-level assessment program.




Recommendation 58: The Legislature should require
during 1975 an external performance audit of Florida’s
assessment program. After 1975 a periodic
performance audit should become a regular part of
the state assessment program.

_ 2. Eighth- and Twelfth-Grade Assessment Programs

In this section recommendations concerning the
Florida Eighth-Grade Test and the Florida Twelfth-
Grade Test are made. Before making these recommen-
dations, however, it is necessary to define the differ-
ence between “‘norm-referenced'’ tests and *‘criterion-
referenced’’ tests. The Committee believes that both
kinds of tests are necessary. Each has its strengths
and each its weaknesses that must be fully realized
if we are to have an assessment program which will
be truly beneficial.

Criterion-referenced tests—Criterion-referenced tests
can describe student progress toward specific objec-
tives which have been defined by the school, the district
or the state. They measure the degree to which a stu-
dent has mastered the materials taught in a given
amount of time, and they can effectively show the
educational progress of a student as well a~ identify
those areas the student needs to improve. Criterion-
referenced tests, therefore, can do much to facilitate
individualized instruction by helping teachers cornpile
arecord ofa student’s development and identify further
types of instruction which must be utilized to help the
student achieve a specified goal. The state conducts
criterion-referenced testing at the elementary level and
a portion of the Florida Eighth-Grade Test is criterion
based. We believe this testing should continue.

Norm-based tests—Norm-based tests compare students
in relation to each other and rank them in accordance
with whether they match, exceed or fall below the
performance of other groups of students on the items
included in the test. This type of test is often normed
on a national sampling of students and provides, there-
fore, an excellent means of c0mg;iring a student’s
achievement or intelligence with the fation as a whole.
Norm-referenced tests provide ranking of individuals
for selection purposes and they can provide us with
broad comparisons on the basis of state norm groups
and nationally derived norm grovps.

A. The Eighth-Grade Test: Regarding the norm-based
and criterion-referenced sections of the Eighth-Grade
Test, we recommend that:

Recommendation 59: The results of the Florida Eighth-
Grade Test should allow for national and statewide
comparisons. It should broadly sample content areas
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of reading and mathematics. Results should be
reported as separate scores in each of the content
areas. That portion of the instrument which deals with
career education, occupational exposure and student
attitudes should be vigorously developed.

Recommendation 60: The Siate Board of Education
should adopt regulations requiring that all students
in ths eighth grade take the Florida Eighth-Grade
Test. At present it is technically possible for an eighth-
grade student not to take the test.

B. The Twelfth-Grade Test: At present the Florida
Twelfth-Grade Test is used primarily for selecting stu-
dents for entrance into public colleges and universities
of the state. The content of the test is not designed
for administration to all students and, therefore, cannot
be used for valid comparisons between schools and
school districts. If this test is to be continued, the
Committee believes that it cannot be justified on the
basis of college admission alone. It should serve a wider
variety of needs. The test should be designed to allow
comparisons among districts as well as comparisons
between educational achievement in Florida and the
rest of the nation. Also it should provide information
for curriculum revision of the secondary school
program. To achieve this broader utilization the Com-
mittee recommends that:

Recommendation 61: The State Board of Education
should establish that the Florida Twelfth-Grade Test
is administered to all twelfth-grade students in the
state. It should be utilized for admission and advanced
placement purposes within the state college and univer-
sity system. It should provide data for comparing an
individual’'s achievement .ith state and national
norms. Furthermore, the Twelfth-Grade Tes? sirould
provide basic information for the review and revision
of the secondary cuiriculum and scores from this test
should be reported for individual content areas rather
than aggregated into a single score. Testing specialists
should review the existing instrument to determine
whether it can be utilized for these broader purposes;
if not, it should be reconstructed accordingly.

3. National Assessment Comparisons

The National Assessment Program is a national survey
of knowledge, skills, undersianding and attitudes of
young Americans conducted under the spousorship of
the Education Commission of the States. Through
national sampling techniques, information on the per-
formance of various age groups is being collected in
a number of content areas. At present, the state assess-
ment program does not include elements of National
Assessment. Such information, however, would be




useful to obtain since it would allow us to compare
school achievement in Florida and the nation as a
whole. It would also allow Florida to take a modest
step toward attitudinal assessment through the use of
citizenship materials from the National Assessment
Program. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 62: The State Board of Education
should consider including elements of the National
Assessment Programin Florida’s assessment program.

4. State and District Cooperation

Assessment programs of the state and of the local
school districts should be designed to be mutually bene-
ficial and should complement one another.

The state assessment program should be designed

to determine how well we are meeting our state-level-

performance objectives and to provide educators and
citizens with information upon which to make better
decisions on the establishment of priorities and on the
use of resources. Furthermor e, the state should pro-
vide leadership, technical assistance and in~<ntives to
local school districts to design compleme:..ing assess-
ment programs which emphasize local objectives and
which can be used by instructional personnel to diag-
nose learning problems and improve instruction.

Recommendation 63: Local school boards should
emphasize  pre-school readiness testing and
intermediate-level assessment programs. These pro-
grams shouldcomplement the state programand should
be designed primarily to help- teachers improve in-
struction at the school level.

Recommendation 64: Thz Legislature should provide
resources to the Department of Education to establish
a test scoring and analysis service for use by local
school districts in the areas of pre-school readiness
and intermediate-level assessment. This should be
done as an incentive for districts to use local funds
Jor testing in these areas.

Recommendation 65: Local school districts should
require assessment data to be a part of each school’s
Annual Report of School Progress.

§. Utilization of Assessment Results

Ultimately, the greatest benefit the assessment pro-
gram of the state can have will be tc serve as a guide
for improving education in those districts where the
assessment program has revealed there are glaring
weaknesses. We believe that when these problems are
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identified, the state should take an active role in helping
these districts meet minimum performance standards.
To accomplish this, we recommend that:

Recommendation 66: By 1976 the State Board of Edu-
cation should be providing special reports to those
school districts that are not showing adequate prog-
ress toward meeting state educational objectives.
These reports should include:

(A) An analysis of a district’s progress toward mect-
ing state performance objectives.

(B) Recommendations for district-level in-depth
assessment in areas which show deficiencies.

S . ]

"(C) Recommendations for the reallocation of both
state and local resources o assist districts in the
removal of deficiencies.

(D) Recommendations for specialized or interagency
technical assistance to help districts in accomplish-
ing state-level performance objectives.

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT

Because the Legislature of Florida realized the criti-
cal necessity of educational research, the Florida
Research and Development Program was established
and has been provided about 1.5 million dollars
annually. Although this amount is augmented by
federal research dollars and funds supplied by local
school boards, Florida’s educational research efforts
represent only a small beginning compared with what
is needed. While modern businessesallocate from three
to five percent of their budgets to research and develop-
ment, only about one percent of Florida’s educational
dollar is given to research. Therefore, we recommend
that:

Recommendation 67: The Legislature should direct.the
expansion of the State Educational Research and
Development Program to meet state and local needs
more adequately.

1."Educational Research Priorities

At present the Research and Development Program
chooses projects without research priority guidelines
from the State Board of Education or the Legislature.
The three mainareas which the Research and Develop-
ment Program has established for study are (1) assess-
ment and management techniques for local use, (2)
education personnel competencies, and (3) alternative
educational practices. These areas are necessary and
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should be well funded. However, additional state prior-
ity guidelines should be developed for use by agencies
involved in state educational research and develop-
ment activities. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 68: The Legislature should instruct
the State Board of Education to develop state research
priorities for education which are to be reflected in
the activities of the state’s Research and Development
Program. The State Board of Education should
develop guidelines which require the careful review
of potential statewide resources, both within and out-
side the state educational system, for accomplishing
high-priority research and development projects.

2. Assessment Research

One major function which Florida's statewide

_assessment program can serve is that of providing data

for educational research. It is possible to study relation-
ships between performance and socioeconomic fac-
tors, instructional alternatives and the possible influ-
ence of incentives on performance. School perfor-
mance expectancy levels can be predicted and a
school’s actual performance can be compared with the
predicted level of performance. In this way those
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instructional systems that are shown to be unusually
offective may be identified, and information about them
can be disseminaied to others. This kind of research
should be conducted at both the state and the local
level and cost-effectiveness- studies should be con-
ducied as part of this research. Therefore, we recom-
mend that:

Recommendation 69: Tiie Legislature should fund and
the State Board of Education should develop, in coop-
eration with local districts, voluntary comprehensive
research assessment projects. Immediate considera-
tion should be given to the design of projects which
utilize performance data of participating schools. An

experimental program of incentives for better perfor- ___

mance should be established. This program would look
Sfor ways to identify and reward schools that have
educational attainment significantly higher than would
be predicted given the parental and schoal context.
In addition, these schools should be studied to find
out to what extent the things they are doing to improve
attainment can be applied to other similur schools.
Atthe state level the eighth-grade assessment program
should be available in several forms to allow for
research projects of this nature.
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INTRODUCTION

Currently, the State of Florida operates three sys-
tems of institutions for the education of citizens who
have graduated or legally left high school; area
vocational-technical centers, community colleges,
and universities. These institutions and their counter-
parts in the private sector collectively enrolled over
241,000 students in 1971-72.

The 1963 Legislature authorized a series of area
vocational-technical centers to serve the entire state
and tc be operated by local school boards. The first
center was opened in 1965; currently, there are twenty-
one separate centers with 8,236 post-secondary stu-
dents enrolled in 1971-72. Thirteen additional units
operate as departments of community colleges. These
institutions offer instruction to high school students,
high school graduates, and out-of-school ye:.ch and
adults, and may service one or more counties.

A statewide system of junior colleges, under local
control and state coordination, began in 1957. In 1968,
the control of these institutions was transferred from
local school boards to district boards of trustees for
each college. Under reorganization, the State Junior
College Board became advisory and the concept of
a ‘‘community coilege’ was strengthened. The state
increased its funding of the community colleges begin-
ning with 1971-72 by eliminating {2 required “‘local
effort’’ in calculating state support. Twenty-eight col-
leges are now within commuting distance of 99 percent
of Florida’s population and enrolled 119,896 full-
time-equivalent students in 1971-72.

The State University System consists of nine operat-
ing institutions with one branch campus. In addition,
numerous off-campus centers have been established.
This system has experienced continuous expansion
over the past decade, and expectations are that enroll-
ments will increase from 70,064 full-time-equivalent
students 1 1971-72 to 110,000 in 1980.

Additionally, there are over two dozen private col-
leges and universities, sixteen of which have formeu
a federation called Independent Colleges and Univer-
sities of Florida (ICUF). This is largely a coordinative
promotional body with no authority tc speak for the
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associated institutions which enroil approximately
43,000 students.

INSTITUTIONAL FLEXIBILITY

The university system in Florida operates on the
principle of comparable funding for zomparable pro-
grams available to the entire state population. This
appears to be a suitable approach to meet the needs
ofaccessibility withoutunnecessary duplication of high-

‘st programs. Because they are state agencies using
tax dollars, these institutions must be regulated to some
degree. However, it appears that there may te an
excessive degree of control which restricts the
autonomy of local administrators to the point of actu-
ally interfering with efficiency. Budgeting, disburse-
ments, fees, personnel practices, and a host of other
everyday administrative operations are subject to close
regulution, control, and audit by various parts of the
state government. Some of this control is exercised
by thé Board of Regents out of a desire to insure unifor-
mity of certain practices, but a great deal is exercised
b ~ther state agencies which apply regulations which
nave routinely developed in state governments to pro-
tect thetaxpayers’ interests While the Board of Regents
staff actually assists universities in gaining some free-
dom from excessive regulation through negotiation
with other agencies and application for exceptions to
regulations, some campus administrators see this as
merely compounding the problem. Perhaps the state
could benefit from further experiments such as the one
proposed by the University of West Florida where,
in return for some loosening of regulations, the institu-
tion will operate on an amount five per cent less than
that budgeted. Other experiments in this area could
lead to improved innovation, cooperation and morale.
Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 70: The Legislature should take every
step to insure the efficient and economical operation
of the State University System through the elimination
of detailed and cumbersome controls on the day-to-day
operation of state universities. Particuler attention
should be given to the approach proposed by the
University of West Florida for achieving greater opera-
tional efficiency.
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ACCESS TO POST-SECONDARY
EDUCATION

A primary means to provide equal access to post-
secondary education opportunities in Florida is
through financial assistance to students. The 1972
Legislature sought to meet this need through a broad
insured loan program for all students and a grant pro-
gram for capable students with exceptional financial
need. The 92nd Congress also established a far-
reaching package of grants, loans and work-study pro-
grams oriented to providing more equality of access.
Taken together, the magniwde of these assistance
programs and other private resources may approach
$75 million and 75,000 students.

1. Student Financial Aid -

It appears that the combination of federal, state and
private sources may satisfy the needs of the state, but
the relative newness of these efforts makes it inappro-

'riate to assess their performance. Therefore, no new
or revised aid programs are proposed at this time.
However, we recommend that:

Recommendation 71: The Legislature should continue
to support the Student Aid Program begun in 1972
and should systematically bring about a more adequate
SJunding of student assistance grants.

Recommendation 72: The Legislature should r “iew
the Florida Student Loan Program to determi.  Jits
present provisions are broad enough to meet student
needs. Inaddition. this study should determine whether
the length of repayment time and the limitations
regarding amounts available to each student need to
be liberalized.

Recommendation 73: The State Commission on Post-
Secondary Education should prepare a complete
analysis of all student-assistance programs and main-
tain this inventory annually. Particular attention
should be given to the distribution of resources to meet
the demonstrated needs of eligible students.

2. Tuitior Costs

The money which students pay for tuition at colleges
and universities represents only a relatively small por-
tion of the total cost of higher education. For genera-
tions it has been state policy that tuition fees will
remain low enough so as not to prevent any qualified
student from obtaining a university education.
However, the cost of providing higher education

_ increases yearly. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 74: The Legislature shovld establish
public policy regarding the percentage of the cost of
post-secondary education that should be borne by the
students through the pa;.nent of tuition.
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INTRODUCTION

The overriding philosophy of the Committee regard-
ing school finance is for more equity in the distribution
of money to all school districts in Florida. At the same
time, there is a need for simplifying Florida’s financing
program for elementary and secondary education. To
accomplish these objectives we make several recom-
mendations including: a balanced package for revising
and simplifying the Minimum Foundation Program
(MFP); full state funding of capital outlay, migrant
education and school transportation; school and pro-
gram financial accounting systems in districts; and
improved property tax assessment practices, and dis-
continuance of the punitive financial application of
ratio studies toward school districts. Extensive
research supporting these recommendations is
included in the Technical Report on School Finance
in Appendix B.

A CONCEPT OF FUNDING

All funds for the operation of schouis, except those
for transportation, should be provided through the
Minimum Foundation Program (MFP). Occasionally,
however, there may arise special circumstances and
needs which necessitate special funding to school dis-
tricts for a limited period of time—for example, in the
establishment of a new program or new directions for
existing programs (such as career education). Funding
for such situations should be done through *‘special-
purpose grants.”’

To implement this concept of funding, we recom-
mend that:

Recommendation 75: To the maximum extent possible
the Legislature should provide school funding through
the Minimum Foundation Program (MFP) grants to
districts. But, in those cases where the Legislature
believes programs and personnel needs are of such
importance that they require special-purpose appro-
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priations, funds should be provided for a limited length
of time as seed monies to be used during the develop-
mental years of a program. Performance audits should
be used to assess the effectiveness of programs funded
this way. Accordingly, if it is desired to continue to
provide additional money for the program, then these
funds should be made part of the MFP grant to each
district.

MINIMUM FOUNDATION PROGRAM

Florida’s elementary and secondary school finance
statutes have grown incrementally to meet various
changes including citizens’ desires, tax limitations and
the transformation of the state through rapid growth.
The Minimum Foundation Program (MFP) constitutes
the major part of these statutes and also encompasses
the vast majority of funds available to districts from
the state. When originally conceived in 1947, the MFP
was relatively simple and understandable. However,
over the years, piecemeal changes and additions have
been made. While each change was designed to solve
a problem affecting some districts, the overall impact
of these changes has never been examined adequately.
The whole system of state school finance has become
so complicated that only a handful of people in the
state currently understand it, and each year its com-
plexity increases.

In our analyses of the MFP, we found that:

(1) The MFP and other state programs for financing
elementary and secondary education have become
unnecessarily complicated.

(2) At six mills required local effort the state school
finance system conforms better to the ‘‘Serrano”
criterion (that is, educational resources provided a
child should not be a function of the wealth of the
school district where he or she happens to live) than
that of most states, but may be unfair to some groups
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of districts in operating funds, and to most in capital
outlay funds.

(3) The salary portion of the MF P is needlessly com-
plicated and no longer serves a necessary function.
In fact, it may be dysfunctional since it has incentives
toward college cradit, and thus may distort the state’s
priorities for the development of higher education.

(4) The “‘instruction unit’’ which is the basis for
calculating the state MFP allocations to districts and
the method of computing it have contributed to
rigidities in school organization, double attendance
counting, and excessive funding for some programs.

(5) Florida’s MFP does not adjust for the special
program needs of disadvantaged and migrant farm stu-
dents. Federal aid for these groups meets less and less
of the need each year. (See separate recommendations
on Compensatory Education and Migrant Education.)

(6) Cost of living varies sufficiently in Florida to
warrant special adjustments in the MFP. While the
cost of living is not a direct measure of the cost of
education, costs of education are affected by differ-
ences in the cost of living.

(7) Each year since 1967 earmarked state funds for
contributions to employee retirement matching have
become a smaller percentage of the total cost, and
as a result the local contributions have increased. (See
separate recommendation on Employee Retirement
Matching.)

(8) The transportation formula is very complex.
Moreover, the state share of the costs of transportation
has dropped from 54 percentin 1968 to about 40 percent
in 1972. (See separate recommendation on School
Transportation.)

In order to simplify the MFP and increase the equity
in the distribution of funds, we recommend that:

Recommendation 76: T he Legislature should revise the
Minimum Foundation Program (MFP) to:

(A) compute entitlement of MFP money on the basis
of full-time equivalent (FTE) student enrollment.
For each program, the FTE would be the number
of students enrolled in the program times the ratio
of the number of hours per week the student
attends that program to the number of hours per
week a full-time student at that grade level nor-
mally attends school. Computation of FTE stu-
dent enrollment in this way could be made during
one week in the fall and one week in the s ring
thereby simplifying attendance accounting. The
amount of money desired.to be spent on each
student is determined by a cost factor which
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recognizes the differences in cost between pro-
grams. FOR EXAMPLE, MFP funds for each stu-
.dent might becalculated on the basis of the follow-
ing cost factors:

PROGRAM COST FACTOR
Basic, Grades 1-12 ................... 1.0
Kindergarten ......................... 1.3
Physically Handicapped . . ............. 1.8
Compensatory ...........c....cccvvuu.. 1.5
Vocational ........................... 1.6

In the example above, if a decision is made to
spend $700 per FTE student in the Basic
Program, then the amount spent for an FTE stu-
dent in a Kindergarten Program would be $910
(3700 times a cost factor of 1.3). Similarly, the
amount spent per FTE in a Vocational Program
would be $1120 ($700 times a cost factor of 1.6).
(B) cost-effectiveness studies should be used to deter-
mine the most appropriate cost factors.

(C) include an extra cost factor (more funds) for com-

pensatory education programs designed to meet
the needs of disadvantaged children and to sup-
plement federal programs.
(D) eliminate the salary allocation portion of the
MFP.

(E) move Florida into full compliance with the
“‘Serrano’’ criterion by going to eight mills
required local effort (in 1974-75) on the full value
of the previous year’s non-exempt tax roll with
two mills power equalized at the same rate. In
subsequent years required local effort could be

advanced to nine or ten mills.

(F)

include an adjustment based on the cost of living
in each district.

(G) include full state funding of contributions to
employee retirement matching.

(H) eliminate all local school taxes over 10 mills for
such things as capital outlay and a district’s share
of employee retirement matching.

A district shall be entitled to the dollar value for
each FTE studeut, less required local effort plus the
amount guaranteed (power equalized) by the state on
the ninth and tenth mills. This is to be the only money
the district receives from the state for operating per-
poses, except for special-purpose grants and transpor-
taiion. This MFP money may be spent in any legal
way the district desires, with the proviso that in order




to earnadditionalmoney for special programs, students
must actually be enrolled in such a program.

A “‘no loss guarantee’’ should be used to insure
thai no district receives less state operating money
(including special-purpose grants and transportation)
under this plan than it currently receives.

CAPITAL OUTLAY

The monies which the state presently appropriates
for capital outlay are completely inadequate. This,
together with the reluctance of most local taxpayers
to approve local construction bond issues, has created
a severe shortage of school facilities, a crisis which
will grow even larger in the next few years as local
school districts enlarge the kindergarten program. The
immensity of this problem is seen by the fact that in
the school year 1971-72 there were approximately
175,000 students in 17 school districts (about 13 percent
of all students in the state in grades 1-12) attending
school on double or even triple sessions.

In addition to the inadequate amounts of money the
state appropriates for school construction, there is also
a problem of inequitable distribution of these funds.
That is, there is no relationship between state appro-
priations and either the building needs of a district or
its wealth. Since the quality of the school in which
a child receives his education should not be dependent
upon the wealth of the local district, Florida risks a
court suit under the equal protection provisions of the
Fourteenth Amendment of the U. S. Constitution. If
a suit such as this were to be successful, it would
overturn our system of financing capital outlay.

To improve the financing of capital outlay in Florida
so that we can overcome the shortage of school
facilities and so that the distribution of funds will be
more equitable, we recommend that:

Recommendation 77: The Legislature should provide
for a major construction effort designed to meet all
school facilities needs in the state by 1980. This pro-
gram should include two integral components:

(A) The state should pay the entire approved cost
of capital outlay projects for school districts or
the entire cost of rental or leasing of fucilities.
The provisions for this payment should be as fol-
lows:

(1) The state should survey district fucility
needs for space as of some set date, such
as 1977. The survey would take into account
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(B)

(2)

(3)

(4)

)

projected growth or decline in student enroll-
ment and adequacy or obsolescence of
existing facilities. The Department of Edu-
cation recently has completed a survey of
this kind which could be used to implement
this program.

The state should establish standards for
construction of various kinds of educational
facilities and would annually establish a
cost per square foot for each kind of facility
inabase county. The allowance for all other
counties should be adjusted by a cost-
of-construction index.

Districts would apply for state money for
a construction project or rentalllease
agreement. If the project helps to meet dis-
trict needs as disclosed in the state survey,
it would be approved. Priority would be
given to projects for districts where relative
needs are greatest. The state would pay an
amount equdlto the state-established cost
per square foot (adjusted for cost of con-
struction) times the number of square feet
of each type of fucility to be constructed.
The district may hire its own architect and
construct buildings of its own design
(subject only to state fire, health and safety
standards) and could spend more than the
state allowance from its own operating
Sunds if it wishes. The state would provide
standard plans for different types of
Sacilities which districts could use if they
wished. If they did so, the state would pay
for the actual cost of construction of the
Sfacilities.

Because the costs of site acquisition and
development are so widely varying even
within one district, purchase of school sites
must have prior state approval. The state
would pay the full cost of purchase and
preparation of a state-approved site.

For districts which currently need class-
room space but will not need it in 1977
(because of declining enrollments), the state
should consider providing relocatableclass-
rooms. When they are no longer needed
at one location, they could be moved ‘to
another district with temporary needs.

The state should assume the responsibility for
retiring all existing local bonded indebtedness,
including State Board of Education bonds.
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Furthermore, districts may not incur additional
bonded indebtedness, and currently allowed local
taxes over 10 mills for capital outlay and debt
service should be eliminated.

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

Just as-the schools must provide special programs
for students handicapped by physical and mental disor-
ders, there also is a need to provide special compensa-
tory programs for students from socially and economi-

cally disadvantaged families. Generally, students from .

these homes need remedial programs and bilingual
education. They need social and academic enrichment
programs and, since the educational level of the parents
is often below that of the average student’s parents,
they need language and mathematics instruction at a
different level than that provided for the typical stu-
dent. Additionally, the student from a poor family may
need special remedial and preventive health services,
breakfast and lunch programs, and study space. In
short, disadvantaged children need more dollars spent
on them than advantaged students to achieve similar
objectives. For these reasons, we believe that the
state’s educational finance formula must make a special
provision which will adequately fund programs for stu-
dents from disadvantaged families. The present MFP
does not do this.

Identifying the numbers of students from disadvan-
taged families is not easily done, but there are several
criteria that can be used: family income, test scores,
or children from families receiving welfare payments.
Using the criterion of family income below the
federally established poverty level, there are almost
240,000 disadvantaged children aged 6-17 in Florida,
excluding migrant farm children. Of these, only about
70,000 are aided by federal compensatory programs.
These figures support our recommendation that the
state must launch a major program of compensatory
education for students from disadvantaged families
designed to complement already-existing federal pro-
grams.

To develop a statewide educational program for stu-
dents from disadvantaged homes, we recommend that:

Recommendation 78: The Legislature should establish,
as part of the MFP, funds for providing compensatory
education to students from disadvantaged back-
grounds. Within districts compensatory education
Sunds should be targeted to the instructional and

related needs of disadvantaged pupils through special-

programs designed by local districts. The total number
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of disadvantaged students served in a school district
with these funds should be based on the number of
children of school age in the district from families
below the poverty level, less the number being served
by federal money.

MIGRANT EDUCATION

It is estimated that there may be as many as 68,000
students in Florida whose parents are migrant farm
workers. These students often are extremely poor and
are unable to afford even the basic necessities to remain
in school: clothes, books, fees, etc. Furthermore, the
itinerant nature of the families makes steady attendance
in school difficult and very large percentages of these
students leave school at an early age or transfer to
other schools or school districts. To alleviate the prob-
lems of these students, federal monies have been
available. However, federal programs serve only about
22,000 of these students. Like the migrant child, adult
migrant farm workers also have special unmet educa-
tional needs. It is apparent that for the educational
needs of migrant farm students and adults to be met,
the state must establish a coordinated education pro-
gram which serves these people.

Because migrant farm worker families move from
one county to another, the state should take the respon-
sibility of providing educational services to migrant
students and adults. Only a state agency can operate
beyond county lines. Therefore, we recommend that:

Recommendation 79: The Legislature should assign the
responsibility for the delivery of educational services
to migrant farm children and adults to the Department
of Education. Migrant education then should be coor-
dinated and entirely funded by the siate. Actual teach-
ing may be done by schools in local districts, by public
or private firms under contract, or by state-funded
teachers who travel with the migrant_stream. Also,
the state should collect more comprehensive data on
migrant farm children.and adults, including the actual
number of migrant school-age children, ethnic com-
position of migrants, dropout incidence and intrastate
movement of migrants.

SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION

Presently the cost of transporting students to and
from school is borne jointly by the state and by the
local school districts. The state share of these costs
is determined by a very complex formula which is part
of the MFP.

There are two major problems with this financing
arrangement. One is the complexity of the formula.




e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Another is the decreasing state share of the total sup-
port for school transportation. In 1968 the state share
was 54 percent of total costs. Since 1968, however,
the state percentage has dropped appreciably to about
40 percent in 1971-72, and projected transportation
costs indicate a trend toward a constantly increased
local share. In short, the increased costs of transporta-
tion caused by salaries, operation, maintenance and
integration have been borne primarily by the local tax-
payer. Given the 10-mill tax limit there seems to be
no rationale for shifting transportation costs to the local
revenue base. Indeed,-this may cause slow property
tax growth counties to shift funds with less money
going to instructional programs. Consequently, a good
case can be made for full state assumption of transpor-
tation costs. Moreover, this would provide additional
local budgetary flexibility for local choices in instruc-
tional programs rather than being restricted by
increased local costs for ancillary services like trans-
portation. In order to resolve these problems it is
recommended that:

Recommendation 80: The Legislature should eliminate
the present transportation formula in the Minimum
Foundation Program. I nstead the state should pay for
the entire cost of operating an efficient transportation
system. The state should use modern computer
techniques to determine the most efficient routing of
buses for each district and the number of buses needed.
The cost of operating such a system should ve calcu-
lated, and this should be the state allowance. Districts
may use the most efficient routing as developed by
the state but should not be required to do so.

The state also should pay for the entire cost of

needed school buses, including replacements for those
that are no longer safe or serviceable. The state may
transfer such state-purchased buses Sfrom a district
where the need for buses has decreased to a district
which needs more buses.

EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT MATCHING

In 1967 the Legislature required local districts to
match employee contributions to retirement systems.
And in that year the state provided a»out 89 percent
of the total funds districts needed for retirement
matching. However, in 1972 the state share for this
purpose had fallen to less than 51 percent, and the
state share is projected to decrease to about 38 percent
in 1976-77. Thus, local districts have to pay a larger
share of these costs each year.

Presently local districts can have a voted tax over
the 10-mill tax limit to raise funds necessary to pay
their local share of retirement matching. This, how-
ever, results in two significant problems. If local voters
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turn down this extra tax. then the 10-mill tax limit
would result in districts allocating more money to
retirement at the expense of instructional programs.
Secondly, the tax discriminates against low wealth
counties since it allows wealthy counties to raise a
sum of money for retirernent matching at much lower
tax rates than those required in poor school districts.
For these reasons, we recommend that:

Recommendation 81: The Legislature should provide
for the state to assume the full costs of employee retire-
ment matching and the present local tax over 10 mills
for this purpose should be eliminated. Full state fund-
ing for employee retirement matching should be
included in the Minimum Foundation Program (MFP)
grant to districts.

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

In the vast majority of school districts the financial
accounting of the expenditures of monies on schools
is done primarily on a district-wide basis. In such a
system the expenditures at individual schools within
the district are largely unknown. Moreover, expendi-
tures on educational programs (such as kindergarten,
compensatory, exceptional child, etc.) at each school
also are unknown.

In a sample school district in Florida an in-depth
analysis of the financial ex penditures per pupil revealed
a large variation between schools. More distressing
was the fact that less money per student was being
spent at schools where children performed poorly on
standardized tests.

In order to be able to explain the utilization of
resources (expenditures of money) in terms of their
contributions to desired educational objectives, it is
necessary to have a financial accounting system which
reports the amount of money spent on educational
programs at each school. Such data would complement
other reporting and assessment techniques. (For
example, see recommendation on the Annual Report
of School Progress.)

To implement this kind of fiscal accounting, it is
recommended that:

Recommendation 82: The Legislature should provide
for the implementation of financial accounting systems
in all school districts which uniformly report data on
the expenditures of money on educational programs
at each school. A summary of this financial information
should be included in the Annual Report of School
Progress at each school.
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PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT

Any program of educational finance which includes
local property tax money requires a sound property
tax assessment system. However, recent studies (ratio
studies) in Florida have indicated that there are prob-
lems in tax assessment practices. Moreover, these
studies have been used to adjust for these problems
in assessment practices in a way that has penalized
school districts which have no control over assessment
practices. That is, local school districts lose money
to the extent that these studies indicate that property
was not assessed properly.

In order to correct these problems, we recommend
that:

Recommendation 83: The Legislature should provide
Jor the improvement of property tax assessment prac-
tices so that property is uassessed uniformly among
counties and among classes of property within
counties. Additionally, the punitive financial applica-

tion of ratio studies toward school districts should be
removed.

A RECOMMENDED STUDY

The present arrangement for financing elementary
and secondary education in all the states, except
Hawaii, is based on a joint state and local financial
support of schools. While state support comes from
a variety of tax sources, the vast majority of local
support comes from local property taxes. Nationally
the trend in recent years has been toward greater state
support but local support continues to dominate,
accounting for about 52 percent of the cost of
education. In Florida, however, the local share is less
than 40 percent of the cost of education. Considering
the larger state role in the financing of schools, ore
might ask the implications of totally removing local
property tax for the support of schools. The Committee
raised this question and recommended that:

Recommendation 84: The Legislature should initiate
a study on the implications of totally removing local
property tax support for schools.
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SECTION IX
GOVERNANCE

T




INTRODUCTION

The Citizens’ Committee believes that the gover-
nance of the state’s educational system is the central
and basic element in solving educational problems. Our
state must have an educatior governance system
which actively involves the puolic and which clearly
pinpoints responsibility for decisions. Our present sys-
tem cannot produce, we believe, the kind of planning,
coordination and problem solving which Florida
deserves. To see the major significance of the gover-
nance issue, it is necessary only to see the number
of recommendations which we have addressed to the
state policy-making board in this report.

In this section, Governance, Part I, we have pin-
pointed what we believe to be the highest priority
change which should be made in our system. Gover-
nance, Part I1, reaffirms and presents the Committee’s
1972 Interim Report as the best long-range solution
to the governance of Florida’s schools.

GOVERNANCE—PART I

Highest Priority Recommendation

The Ccmmittee believes that a board to coordinate
and develop policy for all levels of education is of
such oversriding importance that it should be brought
about even if no other changes are made in the gover-
nance of education in Florida. Therefore, we recom-
mend that:

Recommendation 85: The Legislature should create
a lay board to set policy und coordinate the entire
state system of public education in Florida.
The powers and responsibilities of this board should
be statutory and the present State Board of Education
should retain its constitutional role.
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GOVERNANCE—PART 11
The Committee’s Long-Range Governance Plan

In January 1972 the Committee made recommenda-
tions which, taken as a whole, represented a com-
prehensive system for the governance of public educa-
tion at both the state and local levels in Florida. Several
of the district-level recommendations included in this
plan de not have the support of a sizeable number
of the Committee members. The non-partisan school
board and a statewide referendum to appoint superin-
tendents in each district are examples. Nevertheless,
the Committee believes the organizational concept pre-
sented below is the best long-range solution to the
management of our schools.

1. State-Level Governance—
The State Board Of Education

The Florida system of educational governance
served the state well in the past when we enjoyed rela-
tive social stability and limited educational change.
Today, however, our society finds itself in continuous
social and technological transition requiring policy for-
mation and management.systems more responsive to
the needs of our citizens. To achieve this respon-
siveness, the Committee believes that educational pol-
icy must address itself to the entire range of education
experiences. Policies and priorities should be as free
as possible of special influences that tend to fragment
or inhibit educational opportunity for all citizens.

The Committee believes that the formulation of
educational policy must be clearly identified with those
who are involved in this process and they, in turn,
must be accountable to the people for properimplemen-
tation: there must be no hidden policy makers.

The formulation of policy should be a primary
responsibility of the State Board. Policy mustbe estab-
lished by citizens who recognize the needs of Florida




today and the aspirations of Florida tomorrow—citi-
zens fully committed to give the time that this task
requires.

Finally, the Committee believes that the active
involvement of citizens in high-level policy formulation
lessens the influence of administrative bureaucracy
whichinsulates education from the people. Such citizen
involvement will serve in a positive way to rejuvenate
the public’s trust in its educational system and encour-
age greater public participationin what must ultimately
be the public’s educational destiny.

For these reasons the Committec makes the follow-
ing recommendations:

Recommendation 86: There should be established in
Florida a single lay Board of Education, responsible
to the citizens of this stote for all levels of education.

Recommendation 87: The State Board should be estab-
lished by constitutional amendment.

Recommendation 88: The Board should be composed
of 15 lay members, appointed by the Governor, and
confirmed by the Senate. The chairman should be
designated by the Governor and should serve at his
pleasure in that capacity.

Recommendation 89: The Board members should serve
staggered six-year terms.

Recommniendation 90: The Board should receive travel
and per diem in accordance with state regulations.
Members may be statutorily authorized to receive fiscal
renumerawon for time and responsibilities commen-
surate with their positions.

Recommendation 91: The role of the State Board should
be policy making, the establishment-of priorities in
keeping with its policies, and budget preparation—all
as defined by law

Recommendation 92: Thereé should be no statutory ~on-
straints placed upon the Board as to how it should
organize itself internally for carrying out its respon-
sibilities except as otherwise contained in this report.

2. State-Level Governance—
The Chief State School Officer

To implement the policies of the State Board of
Education, the Committee believes that there should
be a Chief State School Officer who renders advice
to the Board and has the responsibility of carrying
out its policies. This person should be an administrator
and not a policy maker. The Committee believes that
having a Chief State School Officer in the ambivalent
position of both making policy and implementing the
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policy of others results in potential conflict and a diffu-
sion of responsibility and accountability.

The Chief State School Officer should be free of
the non-educational responsibilities vested in the
Cabinet office of Commissioner of Education. The
Chief State School Officer should bring the highest
professional management skills to bear on the complex
educational problems of Florida.

Since the primary responsibility of the Chief State
School Officer is administrative as opposed to policy
making, the Committee believes it is not necessary
that this person be chosen through the elective process.
On the contrary, the Committee believes that in order
to obtain the most qualified person, the selection of
the Chief State School Officer should not depend upon
partisan politics or be limited by state residency
requirements. In short, the role of the professional
leader of Florida’s educational system should be one
of carrying out with the highest professional expertise
the policy established by the people.

It is for these reasons that the Committee makes
the following recommendations:

Recommendation 93: There should be established by

constitutional amendment the position of appointed
Chief State School Officer.

Recommendation 94: The Chief State School Officer
should be appointed by the State Board of Education
with confirmation by the Senate.

Recommendation 95: The Board should be free to
establish the professional qualifications and manage-
ment skills that this person must possess for the
efficient implementation of the Board’s policies and
priorities.

Recommendation 96: The Chief State School Officer
should serve at the pleasure of the Board or, if the
Board chooses to negotiate a contract, it should not
exceed a period of two years from the date of execution.
The contract may be renewed by the Board.

Recommendation 97: The responsibilities of the Chief
State School Officer should be specified by the State
Board to include:

(A) implementing policy decisions rf the Board;

(B) recommending budgets, policies and priorities to
the State Board of Education; and

(C) administering the Department of Education.

3. The State-Local Partnership

The Committee believes that the mos: effective man-
agement system for the state-local partnership permits
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policy decisions at both levels, provided, of course,
there exists a clear definition of the roles to be served
at each level. The ‘major responsibility of the State
Board of Education should be to establish far-reaching
statewide policy. The State Board should not engage
in administrative detail and must remain free to concen-
trate upon issues involving long-range policy consider-
ations.

At the local level the major responsibility of educa-
tional governance should be to direct policy develop-
ment and policy implementation for the educational
unit served—be it a local school district or a single
institution.

The Committee believes that a system of governane's
which permits policy making at both the state and local
levels will provide flexibility and should simplify
administrative functions. This principle, when applied
on the state level, means that the State Board of Educa-
tion can avoid the inefficiency inherent in a multiplica-
tion of bureaucratic levels of control. At the local level,
the framework will exist to encourage the development
of a wider range of educational alternatives.

The evidence that has been considered by the Com-
mittee strongly indicates that educational management
can be enhanced by optimizing the size of school dis-
tricts, whether it be through consolidation or decen-
tralization. Districts which are too small to provide
adequate services to students must be able to draw
upon the resources of other districts through coopera-
tion or consolidation procedures. Likewise, decentrali-
zation techniques applied to large school districts can
enhance the efficient management of the schools.

The Committee also believes that educational man-
agement at the local level is generally improved by
the appointive process. It is through this procedure
that local school districts can choose the one person
that they believe possesses tie highest level of profes-
sional expertise and management skill.

The Committee believes that citizen participation
in the governance of education should be encouraged
throughout the system: the local school district, the
community college district, and the ur* ersity system.
Insofar as possible, this participation should be
removed from partisan politics and based upon per-
sonal commitments and demonstrated understanding
of educational needs.

The Local Schoo! District

Citizen participation in the governance of public
school districts should be broadly representative of
the people of the community and responsive to their
needs. This type of participation offers the best means

57

of interpreting and implementing policy formulated at
the state level in keeping with the aspirations and
expectations of the local community. Since the gover-
nance of local school districts includes the levying of
taxes, the people affected by these taxes should have
a direct voice in the selection of their representatives.

The Community College District

The mission of the public community college is
threefold: (1) to offer university parallel programs to
students transferring to upper-division universities; (2)
to provide occupational education programs for job
training; and (3) to provide a variety of community-
based educational experiences. Because of each of
these three functions, the community college—as its
name implies—must be closely attuned to the needs
of the area it serves. Job training programs demand
that the college be attentive to changing job markets
in the local area. Adult education demands require
that the community college provide programs tailored
to meet the needs of the adults in the particular com-
munity.

The University System

The university has a unique role in the total ¢duca-
tional system of the state, a role which must be recog-
nized and protected. The mission of the university must
be to achieve the highest level of scholarship, research
and teaching. It must develop professional expertise,
continue the search for knowledge and help solve con-
temporary problems of our society. Thus, the mission
of the university is nct limited to the local community
but is, by definition, regional, statewide, national and
even international in scope. Consequently, the gover-
nance of the state’s public universities cannot be
limited to the local community.

The Committee believes that policy making for the
State University System must be accomplished within
the scope of the state’s total educational program. If
the university system is considered alone, fragmented
from other levels of education, it becomes subjected
to a competing role with all other segments of the sys-
tem and is thereby limited in its ability to accomplish
its own priorities. Policy at all levels is interrelated:
policy which affects the highest level of graduate train-
ing mustaffect the opportunities available to the kinder-
garten child. The reverse, of course, is equally true.
If the state is to maximize the development of its human
resources thtough its education process, each level of
the system must complement and support the other.

In this context, the Committee believes that. citizen
participation in the governance of the state’s univer-
sities is essential siuice, as in other levels of education,
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such participation can help maintain public confidence
and can insure that our university system will best
meet the needs of the people. Therefore, the Commit-
tee recommends that while the State University System
should be governed by the State Board of Education,
it should have a designated citizen board with duties
and responsibilities that reflects a concern for its unique
mission.

To summarize the Committee’s position on the state-
local partnership, we believe that the division of
responsibility between the state and local levels for
educational governance should insure the involvement
of the veople but should delineate between those who
govern and those who administer educational policy.
To establish a system which hopefully realizes these
goals, the Committee makes the following recommen-
dations:

Recommendation 98: District school board elections
should be on a non-partisan basis.

Recommendation ¥9: Congruent with the concept that
professional management at the state level should be
separated from policy-making authority, district
school superintendents should be appointed by the
district school boards rather then elected.

Recommendation 100: A constitutional amendment
should be offered to the people to provide for the
appointment of all district school superintendents by
their local school boards.

Rrcommendatioa 101:  Local communizy  college
boards of trustees should continue to be appointed
by the Governor and approved by the Senate. In
addition to their corporate operating board respon-
sibilities, they shall have such policy-making respon-
sibilities us established by statute or by the State Board
of Education.

Recommendation 102: A board of trusiees comprised
of seven members for the university system should
be established by statute. Trustees should be appointed
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by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate to serve
staggered four-year terms. In addition to their cor-
porate operating board responsibilities, they shall have
such policy-making responsibilities as established by
statute or by the State Board of Education.

Recommendation 103: There should be created the
office of Chancellor of the University System, selzcted
by the Chief State School Officer with the consent
of the State Board of Education. The Chancellor
should serve at the pleasure of the Chief State School
Officer, and his duties and functions should be pre-
scribed by the State Board of Education.

4. Minority Group Representation

The Committee believes that the wisdom of educa-
tional policy development atall levels of the state struc-
ture can be enhanced by citizen boards broadly rep-
resentative of the cultural diversity of Florida. The
elective process at the public school district level has
not, at this point, generated this diverse representation.
For example, while blacks account for approximately
15 percent of Florida’s population, there are only five
of a possible 347 presently serving as school board
members throughout the state.

The Committee’s staff made an in-depth study to
identify alternatives for increasing :ainority member-
ship on local school boards ‘through the elective
process. (See Appendix D.) As a result of the study
the most favored recommendation of the staff was
that there be election of board members by wards,
with no residency requirement. However, this alterna-
tive did not receive the support of a majority of the
Committee. Nevertheless, we are concerned with this
matter and recommend that:

Recommendation 104: The Legislature should study the
alternatives presented in the Te, hnical Report and
affirmative action programs should be initiated at both
the state and local levels to increase minority represen-
tation on local school boards.
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Section 1
State Responsibility

A NEW STATE.ROLE

Recommendation 1: The Legislature should continue

‘torepeal statutes which unduly restrict the local school

districts. The Legislature should establish new poi.cy
through the use of educational objectives which specify
only what is to be accomplished. not the way in which
the local district is to implement the objective.

Recommendation 2: The State Boara of Education
should thoroughly review existing regulations and
remove those which are unduly restrictive to local
school districts. Regulations of the btoard should
specify objectives and siate policy, not prescribe
exactly how state policy is to ‘be implemented.

Recommendation 3: The State Board of Education
should prepare for presentation to the 1974 Legislature
a complete staffing plan which will allow the Depart-
ment of Education to place a greater emphasis on pro-
viding leadership in the establishment of educational
goals and objectives, school assessment and technical
assistance to districts. To accomplish this. plans should
be made for the use of short-term.employment as well
as career-long employment.

MANPOWER PLANNING

Recommendation 4: The Legislature should direct that
theState COmprehensive Plan, pre pared by the Division
of State Planning, identify areas where manpower

-planning and development is most-needed and recom-

mend goals, objectives and policies required to meet
these needs. By statute, the State Manpower Council
should then be responsible for conducting manpower
planning required by the state. Specific responsibility
for coor-*inating and planning programs for the disad-
vantaged should be assigned to the State Manpower
Council.

Recommendation 5: The State Board of Education
should coordinate its educational programs with the
State Manpower Council and with those of other state
agencies which provide human services, including, but
not limited to, the Department of Health and
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Rehabilitative Services, the Department of Commun-
ity Affairs, and the Department of Commerce.

AN EDUCATIONAL. INFORMATION SYSTEM

Recommendation 6: By 1574 the State Board of Educa-
tion should complete a plan for the establishment of
a comprehensive educational information system to
provide information for all levels of education. This
plan should identify-what information is needed at the
state level; how the information is to be assembled,
stored, summarized and distributed to appropriate
decision makers: and. it should ind.cate how the infor-
mation system will be used to meet local needs. Finally,
the plan should present procedures for establishing a
state technical advisory committee for educational
information and suggest incentives to districts develop-
ing exemplary information systems.

REGIONAL RESOURCE CENTERS FOR
EDUCATION

Recommendation 7: The State Board of Education
should present to the 1974 Legislature a plan fer the
creation of multi-county Regional Resource Centers to
enable clusters,of -local school districts to: share
facilities; cooperate in the development of programs;
engage in joint planning efforts: and work together for
the pre-service and in-service training of teachers and
administrators. The use of existing resources for these
centers should be encouraged in every way possible.

Recommendation 8: Public and private post-secondary
institutions, including vocational centers, community
colleges, colleges and universities, should be included
in all regional educational planning.

NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL EDUCATION

Recommendation 9: The Legislature should authorize
that school health and assessment programs be made
available to students in private schools.

Recommendation 10: The Legislature should require
private schools to register with the state for informa-
tional purposes. This should be do 1e by removing pres-
ent exemptions and enforcing present statutes.




Section 11
The Community and the School

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATIONAL
AFFAIRS

Recommendation 11: The Legislature should mandate
local school boards to establish School Advisory Coun-
cils at each school. They should be broadiy representa-
tive of the community served by the school, including
parents, teachers, administrators and students, where
practicable; and they should have the responsibility
to assist in the preparation of the Annual Report of
School Progress. Plans for establishing these councils
should be developed by each local school district.

THEZ ANNUAL REPORT OF SCHOOL PROGRESS

Recommendation 12: Legislation should be enacted to
require that the State Board of Education, through State
Board regulations, insures that there will be at each
school an Annual Report of School Progress and that
this rcport is broadly disseminated each year. This
legislation should insure that the Annual Reportiscom-
patible with both state accreditation and accountability
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programs. The report should include school population
data, fiscal data, results of assessment programs,
attitudes toward the school as well as plans and pro-
grams for school improvement. The principal should
be responsible for the preparation of this report with
the assistance of the School Advisory Council.

Recommendation 13: Unusually promising innovations
in citizen involvement, School Advisory Council ser-
vices and school-level improvement accomplished as
a result of the Annual Report should be reported in
detail to the state as partof the district’s comprehensive
plan. These innovations should be reviewed for ‘possi-
ble dissemination to other districts.

THE COMMUNITY.SCHOOL

Recommendation 14: The Legislature should increase
funding of the Community School Act of 1970 so that
the benefits cf community education can be broadened
considerably.




Section 111
The School Program

BASIC SKILLS

Recommendatioa 15: The Legislature should require
the State Board of Education to accelerate its efforts
to develop state performance objectives in the areas
of reading, writing and computation. Once these basic
skill priorities are completed, the Board should estab-
lish performance objectives in other important areas
of education.

CITIZENSHIP EDUCATION

Recommendation 16: The Legislature should require
school districts to provide a series of community ser-
vice experiences for students prior to their leaving the
school. These experiences should be voluntary or paid-
work experiences to bring students into direct contact
_with the community. Where appropriate, credit should
be given for graduation. Procedures for developing and
evaluating these programs should be included in the
comprehensive plan of the school district.

CAREER EDUCATION

Recommendation 17: The Legislature should mandate
career education as an integral part of the Florida
school program at all levels and for all students
and provide developmental funds for a specified period
of time. In doing so, the Legislature should require
the State Board of Education to develop guidelines
for:

(A) The revision of curricula throughout ali levels
of education to insure its being. more directly
related to the world of work_so that it enables
each child to understand the relevance of formal
education to career choices.

(B) The retraining of teachers throughout all levels
of education for the concept of career education

so that they can provide students with career

63

understandings and career exposures as part of
their instructional programs.

Recommendation 18: In keepi~ with the guidelines
issued by the Commissioner of Education, the State
Board of Education should require school districts to
submit, as part of their comprehensive plan, a three-
year developmental plan to implement career education
at all levels of the public school program.

Recommendation 19: As part of their career education
programs, each school district should establish within
its secondary schools job placement services. The de-
sign of these services should be developed in cooper-
ation with the Florida Employment Service. Inaddition
to job placement, they should provide follow-up and
feedback information to the school districts, so that
the school’s educational program can be improved to
increase the employability of students.

EXCEPTIONAL CHILD EDUCATION

Recommendation 20: The Legislature should fund the
establishment of regional and sub-regional multi-
county exceptional child education services for diag-
nosis, evaluation and education in areas where there
are only a few children with a particular learning dis-
ability.

Recommendation 21: The Legislature should increase
funding for exceptional child education to provide for
training pre-kindergarten age children.

Recommendation 22: The Legislature should establish
a Council for Exceptional Child Education empowered
with the responsibility of recommending the extending
of accreditation by the State Board of Education to
only those non-public schools which seek accreditation




and whose programs are consistent with best educa-
tional policy. Non-public schools that contract with
the state must undergo this accreditation procedure
prior to receiving state funds.

Recommendation 23: The Legislature should fund the
Department of Education’s Exceptional Child Educa-
tion Section from state resources to provide adequately
for the development of exceptional child programs
throughout the state.
W
EDUCATION FOR GIFTED STUDENTS

Recommendation 24: The Legislature should provide
adequate funding to the Department of Education’s
Exceptional Child Education Section so as to enable
this office to.encourage local districts to establish gifted
child education programs and to provide them technical
assistance in doing so. '

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

Recommendation 25: The Legislature should continue
funding for the Office of Early Childhood Development
in the Office of the Governor. The extension of this
office and organization should run through June 30,
1974, and should include funds for an in-depth

interagency review and evaluation of the plan for early
childhood and family development to be submitted to
the Legislature June 30, 1973.

NON-TRADITIONAL PROGRAMS

Recommendation 26: The Legislature should authorize
the State Board of Education to waive requirements
that restrict the development of innovative educational
programs.

Recommendation 27: The State Board of Education
should provide local districts with flexibility in the
areas of course requirements, time requirements and
program of study requirements. In turn, local school
districts should require school-level pilot programs
which replace course, grade and time requirements
with performance-based competency requirements.

Recommendation 28: The State Board of Education
should provide guidelines for the development of more
appropriate criteria for the assessment of students in
their transition from one educational level to another.
Initially, particular attention should be given to pilot
programs for returning veterans who have obtained
equivalency qualifications from service-related experi-

ences.




Section IV
School Services

PUPIL PERSONNEL SERVICES

Recommendation 29: Local boards of education should
provide for the training and employment of aides to
assist the school counselor in providing guidance ser-
vices.

Recommendation 30: The Legislature should review
the Occupational Specialist Program to make certain
that it is being utilized by districts to provide better
career counseling and placement services to students.
Full funding should be provided for this program with
the proviso that local districts insure job placement
and follow-up services be included as individual or
cooperatively developed programs in every secondary
school in Florida. In addition, incentive funds should
be provided to encourage the development of:

(A) Programs which are designed for one or more
secondary schools working cooperatively with
other agencies such as youth opportunity centers
to achieve placement and follow-up services for
students.

(B) Programs designed to bring employment coun-
selors and university counselor-training person-
nel into cooperative arrangements with district
personnel in the preparation of occupational

specialists.

Recommendation 31: The Legislature should provide
for the expansion of pupil personnel services through-
out the state. This expansion should be accomplished
within a four-year period and should result in the dou-
bling of the present number of pupil personnel workers
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including elementary school counselors, occupational
specialists, school social workers and school
psychologists.

SCHOOL HEALTH SERVICES

Recommendation 32: The Legislature should assign the
responsibility for the planning and delivery of health
care services in the schools to the Department of
Health and Rehabilitative Services.

Recommendation 33: Legislation should be enacted to
require the Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services to design a statewide comprehensive school
health plan in conjunction with the State Board of Edu-
cation and in cooperation with local school boards.

Recommendation 34: The Legislature should expand
the availability of school health specialists so that there
is at least one such specialist in each large county or
one available to a consortium of counties operating
in conjtinction with a Regional Resource Center.

Recommendation 35: The Legislature should give seri-
ous attention to comprehensive health education legis-
lation to establish in-service health education programs
and to create-régional health resource centers.

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR DISRUPTIVE
STUDENTS

Recommendation 36: The Legislature should fund, the
local school districts should establish, and the Depart-
ment of Education should assist in the creation of spe-
cial programs for students whose behavior has been
consistently disruptive. Provisions should be made for




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the training of personnel to work in these programs,
and policies should be developed for the placement
of students in these programs to insure that students
receive the most beneficial treatment possible.

Recommendation 37: As part of the educational infor-
mation system records should be kept on the expulsion
and suspension of students.

EDUCATIONAL MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT

Recommendation 38: The Legislature should substan-
tially increase above the present figure the percentage
of instructional material funds which local school dis-
tricts may use at their discretion to buy materials and
cquipment not otherwise included on the state adoption
list.

Recommendation 39: To achieve a more frequent
review of new and existing educational materials, the

Legislature should repeal existing statutes concerned
with textbook seiection. The State Board of Education
should then adopt regulations which insure adequate
periodic review of materials.

Recommendation 40: To insure a wider variety in the
selection of instructional materials, the Legislature
should repeal existing statutes which limit the number
of ‘‘state-adopted”’ textboo"s to five. The State Board
of Education then should establish regulations which
are substantially larger than this number.

Recommendation 41: The State Board of Education
should establish procedures for the centralized
purchasing of materials and equipment in which dis-
tricts may participate on a voluntary basis. In addition,
the State Board of Education should provide technical
assistance to districts for purchasing materials and writ-
ing specifications.




Section V _
Professional Development

BOARD TRAINING

Riecommendation 42: Legislation should be enacted
requiring the State Board of Education to provide
school board members with on-going training programs
and fund them accordingly. Operation of this program
should be conducted in copperation with the Florida
State School Board Association.

Recommendation 43: Legislation should be enacted
requiring the State Board of Education to initiate
similar on-going training programs for appointed
trustee boards; Department of Education personnel
should provide the technical assistance necessary to
develop these programs.

MANAGEMENT TRAINING FOR EDUCATIONAL
ADMINISTRATORS AND OTHER NON-
INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL

Recommendation 44: The Legislature should establish
a program for school management improvement
designed to upgrade the management and leadership
skills of school principals, superintendents, adminis-
trators and other non-instructional personnel. Rep-
resentatives of the business community should be
included in the design and implementation of these
programs.

TENURE FOR ADMINISTRATORS

Recommendation 45: The Legislature should repeal
present statutes which provide tenure to administrators
and replace these statutes with one which allows
multiple-year contracts to principals and supervisors.
This change should in no way prevent an administrator

tenured as a teacher from returning to a teaching posi-
tion for which he is qualified and with a salary commen-
surate with that position.

TEACHER EDUCATION

Recommendation 46: The Legislature should fund pilot
projects designed to develop alternative competency-
based teacher education programs. The collaboration
of school districts, professional associations, commun-
ity colleges, universities and the Department of Educa-
tion should be used to establish a unified program for
both beginning and experienced teachers.

Recommendation 47: The State Board of Education
should redefine in regulations the roles of the univer-
sities, the Department of Education, the school districts
and the profession to increase cooperation among these
agencies so that each has a role in initial and extended

__certification of teachers. The State Board of Education
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should involve each of the agencies in redefining these
roles and responsibilities and appropriate resources
should be allocated to fulfill these new roles.

TRAINING FOR WORKING WITH
THE DISADVANTAGED

Recommendation 48: The State Board of Education
should encourage educational agencies, in cooperation
with school districts, to develop training programs
designed to improve the teachers’ skills in working
with disadvantaged students.

TEACHER CENTERS

Recommendation 49: ;LCegislation should be enacted
requiring the State Board of Education to establish
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guidelines and procedures for implementing the teacher
center concept throughout Florida. In doing so, the
Legislature should review policies and funding for-
mulas, making those changes which are required, so
that a collaborative network of these centers can be
established. Specific plans for teacher center programs
should be developed by the Department of Education.
These plans should reflect the intention of the Legisla-
ture that teacher education is to become a continuous
process which requires an on-going partnership
between the institutions and the educational agencies
involved.

PROFESSIONAL EVALUATION

Recommendation 50: The Legislature should study the
professional evaluation of educational personnel to
insure that it is being done in a consistent and satisfac-
tory manner. Furthermore, existing statutes dealing
with professional evaluation should be repealed and
replaced by regulations of the State Board of Education
which require self-improvement programs as an
integral part of professional evaluation and which
require that the sources of evaluation include, but not
be limited to: reactions of administrators, professional
peers, students beginning as early as practicable, and
the practitioner himself. Policies and procedures for
professional evaluation should be developed by each
district and reported fully in the district’s comprehen-
sive plan. Evaluation programs should be developed
in cooperation with the person to be evaluated.
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Recommendation S1: The State Board of Education
should require that programs of professional improve-
ment stem directly from aggregated evaluation data
collected by a school or throughout a district. These
professional improvement programs should be
reportedinsummary as part of a school's Annual Report
of School Progress.

DIFFERENTIATED STAFFING

Recommendation 52: The State Board of Education
should require each school district to establish proce-
dures based on its needs which will differentiate the
responsibilities of instructional personnel. This should
be based upon a locally approved differentiated staffin

plan which includes specific objectives showing how
pupils will benefit. Salary rates shoulc - *je com

mensurate with responsibility.

Recommendation 53; The State Board of Education
should remove any regulations concerning the use of
certified teaching personnel or the state accreditation
of schoels which might prevent or discourage schools
from adopting differentiated staffing patterns.

Recommendation 54: The State Board of Education
and local school boards should place a high priority
on experimental programs which test new and efficient
staffing patterns in the public schools.
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Section VI
Educational Improvement

STATE-LEVEL AND DISTRICT-LEVEL
ASSESSMENT

Recommendation 55: The Legislature should direct the
State Board of Education to unite all’assessment pro-
grams under one office. This should be accomplished
with existing resources. This office should be responsi-
ble for conducting central planning for assessment,
overseeing the development and improvement of
assessment tools, recommending state program modifi-
cations and achieving coordination between curriculum
and assessment personnel.

Recommendation 56: This office should be charged with
rapidly disseminating assessment results on the accom-
plishment of state objectives and providing interpreta-
tions to all interested persons including state-level pol-
icy makers, local school district officials, the media,
parents, students and the public at large.

Recommendation 57: The Eighth-Grade and Twelfth-
Grade Test programs should be coordinated by this
single office to facilitate the creation of an effective
centrally planned, state-level assessment program.

Recommendation 58: The Legislature should require
during 1975 an external performance audit of Florida’s
assessment program. After 1975 a periodic perfor-
mance audit should become a regular part of the ‘state
assessment program.

Recommendation 59: The results of the Florida
Eighth-Grade Test should allow for national and state-
wide comparisons. It should broadly sample content
areas of reading and mathematics. Results should be
reported as separate scores in each of the content

69

areas. That portion of the instrument which deals with
career education, occupational exposure and student
attitudes should be vigorously developed.

Recommendation 60: The State Board of Education

should adopt regulations requiring that-all-students in- -

the eighth grade take the Florida Eighth-Grade Test.
At present it is technically possible for an eighth-grade
student not to take the test.

Recommendatior: 61: The State Board of Education
should establish that the Florida Twelfth-Grade Test
isadministered toall velfth-grade students in the state.
It'should be utilizedy -admissionand advanced place-
ment purposes withir. the state college and university

‘system. It should provide data for comparing an

individual’s achievement with state and national
norms. Furthermore, the Twelfth-Grade Test should
provide basic information for the revicw and revision
of the secondary curriculum and scores from this test
should be reported for individual content areas rather
than aggregated into a single score. Testing specialists
should review the existing instrument 'to determine
whether it can be utilized for these broader purposes;

if not, it should be reconstructed accordingly.

Recommendation 62: The State Board of Education
should consider including elements of the National
Assessment Program in Florida’s assessment pro-
gram.

Recommendation 63: Local school boards should
emphasize pre-school readiness testing and inter-
mediate-level assessment programs. These pro-
grams should complement the state programand should
be designed primarily to help teachers improve instruc-
tion at the school level.
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Recommendation 64: The Legislature should provide
resources to the Department of Education to establish
a test scoring and analysis service for use by local
school districts in the areas of pre-school readiness
and intermediate-level assessment. This should be
done as an incentive for districts to use local funds
for testing in these areas.

Recoramendation 65: Local school districts should
require assessment data to be a part of each school's
Annual Report.of School Progress.

Recommendation 66: By 1976 the State Board of Educa-
tion should be providing special reports to those school
districts that are not showing adequate progress toward
meeting state educational objectives. These reports
should include:

(A) An analysis of a district’s progress toward meet-
ing state performance objectives.

(B) Recommendations for district-level in-depth
assessment in dreas which show deficiencies.

(C) Recommendations for the reallocation of both
state and local resources to assist districts ir; the
removal of deficiencies.

(D) Recommendations for specialized or interagency
technical assistance to help districts in accom-
plishing state-level performance objectives.

EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

Recommendation 67: The Legiélature should direct the
expansion of the State Educational Research and
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Development Program to meet state and local needs
more adequately.

Recommendation 68: The Legislature should instruct
the State Board of Education to develop state research
priorities for education which are to be reflected in
the activities of the state’s Research and Development
Program. The State Board of Education should develop
guidelines which require the careful review of potential
statewide resources, both within and outside the state
educational system, for accomplishing high-priority
research and development projects.

Recommendation 69: The Legislature should fund and
the State Board of Education should develop, in coop-
eration with local districts, voluntary comprehensive
research assessment projects. Immediate considera-
tion should be given to the design of projects which
utilize performance data of p-rticipating schools.
An experimental program of incentives for better per-
formance should be established. This program would
look for ways to identify and reward schools that have
educational attainment significantly higher than would
be predicted given the parental and school context.
In addition, these schocls should be studied to find
out to what extent the things they are doing to improve
attainment can be applied to other similar schools. At
the state level the eighth-grade assessment program
should be available in several forms to allow for
research projects of this nature.




Section VII
Post-Secondary Education

INSTITUTIONAL FLEXIBILITY

Recommendation 70: The Legislature should take every
step to insure the efficient and economical operation
of the State University System through the elimination
of detailed and cumbersome controls on the day-to-day
operation of state universities. Particular attention
should be given to the approach proposed by the Uni-
versity of West Florida for achieving greater opera-
tional efficiency.

ACCESS TO POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

Recommendation 71: The Legislature should continue
to support the Student Aid Program begun in 1972
and should systematically bring about a more adequate
funding of student assistance grants.

Recommendation 72: The Legislature should review
the Florida Student Loan Program to dstermine if its
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present provisions are broad enough to meet student
needs. In addition, this study should determine
whether the length of repayment time and the limita-
tions regarding amounts available to each student aeed
to be liberalized.

Recommendation 73: The State Commission on Post-
Secondary Education should prepare a complete
analysis of all student-assistance programs and main-
tain thisinventory annually. Particular attention should
be given to the distribution of resources to meet the
demonstrated needs of eligible students.

Recommendation 74: The Legislature should establish
public policy regarding the percentage of the cost of
post-secondary education that should be borne by the
students through the payment of tuition.




Section VIII
Finance

A CONCEPT OF FUNDING

Recommendation 75: To the maximum extent possible
the Legislature should provide school funding through
the Minimum Foundation Program (MFP) grants to
districts. But, in those cases where the Legislature
believes programs and personnel needs are of such
importance that they require special-purpose appro-
priations, funds should be provided for a liniited length
of time as seed monies to be used during.the develop-
mental years of a program. Performance audits should
be used to assess the effectiveness of programs funded
this way. Accordingly, if it is desired to continue to
provide additional money for the program, then these
funds should be made part of the MFP grant to each
district.

MINIMUM FOUNDATION PROGRAM-

Recommendation 76: The Legislature should revise the
Minumum Foundation Program (MFP) to:

(A) Compute entitlement of MFP money on the basis
of full-time: ecrvivalent (FTE) student enrollment.
For each program, the FTE would be the number
of students enroiled in the program tiines the ratio
of the number of hours per weeck the student
atiends that program to the number of hours per
week a full-time student at that grade level nor-
mally attends school. Computation of FTE stu-
dent enrollment in this way could be made during
one week in the fall'and one week in the spring
thereby simplifying attendance accounting. The
amount of money desired o be spent on each
student is determined by a cost factor which rec-
ognizes the differences in cost between programs.
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(B)

©)

(D)

(E)

(F)

For example, MFP funds for each s..dent might
be calculated on the basis of the following cost
factors:

PROGRAM COST FACTOR
Basic, Grades I-12 ................... 1.0
Kindergarten ......................... 1.3
Physically Handicapped ............... 1.8
Compensatory ......cveviiinnenennnn.. 1.5
Vocational ..........ccooeviiiiiinn., 1.6

In the example above, if a decision is made to
spend$700 per FTE student in the basic program,
then the amount spent for an FTE student in a
kindergarten program would be $910 (3700 times
a cost factor of 1.3). Similarly, the amount spent
per FTE in a vocational program would be $1120
($700 times a cost factor of 1.6).

Cost-effectiveness studies snould be used to
determine the most appropriate cost factors.

Include an extracostfactor (more funds) for com-
pensatory education programs designed to meet
the needs of disadvantaged children and to sup-
plement federal programs.

Eliminate the saiary allocation portion of the
MFP.

Move Florida into full compliance with the
““Serrano’ criterion by going to eight mills
required local effort (in 1974-75) on the full value
of the previous year’s non-exempt tax ro}l with
two mills power ecualized at:theisame rate. In
subsequent years required Jocal effort could be
advarced to nine or ten mills.

Include an adjustment based on the cost of living
in each district.




(G) Include tull state funding -of contributions to
employee retirement :natching.

(H) Eliminate all local school taxes over 10 mills for
such things as capital outlay and a district’s share
of employee retirement matching.

A district shall be entitled to the dollar value for
each FTE student. less required local effort plus the
amount guaranteed (power equalized) by the state on
the ninth and tenth mills. This is to be the only money
the district receives from the state for operating pur-

poses. except for special-purpose grants and transpor-

tation. This MFP money may be spent in any legal
way the district desires, with the proviso that in order
to earn additional money for special programs, students
must actually be enrolled in such a program.

A *'no loss guaranutee”” should be used to insure that
no district receives less state operating money (in-
cluding special-purpose grants and transportation)
under this plan than it cuirrently receives.

CAPITAL OUTLAY

Recommendation 77: The -Legislature should provide
for a major construction effort designed o meet all
school facilities needs in the state by 1980. This pro-
gram should include two integral components:

(A)- The state should pay the entire ppproved cost
of capital outlay projects tor school districts or
the entire cost of rental or leasing of facilities.
The provisions for this payment should be as fol-
lows:

(I) The state should survey district facility
needs for space as of some set date. such
as 1977. The survey would take into account
projected growth or decline in student
enrollment and adequacy or obsolescence
of existing facilities. The Department of
Education recently has completed a survey
of this kind which could be used to imple-
ment this program.

The state should establish standards for con-
struction of various kinds of educational
facilities and would annualiv establish a
cost per square foot for each kind of facility
in a base county. The allowance for all other
counties should be adjusted by a cost-
of-construction index.

Districts would apply for state money for
a construction project or rental/lease
agreement. If the project hzlps to meet dis-
trict needs as disclosed in the state survey,
it would be approved. Priority would be
given to projects for districts where relative
needs are greatest. The state would pay an

@)
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arount equal to the state-established cost
per square foot (adjusted for cost of con-
struction) times the number of square feet
of each type of facility to be constructed.
The district may hire its own architect and
construct buildings of its own design
{subject only to state fire. health and safety
standards) and could spend more than the
statz allowance from its own operating tunds
if it wishes. The state would provide stan-
dard plans fos different types of facilities
which districts could use if they wished. I
they did so. the siate would pay for the
actual cost of consiruction of the facilitics.
(4) Because the cost of site acquisition and
developiment are so widely varying even
within one district. purchase of school sites
must have prior staie approval. The state
would pay the {ull cost of purchase and
preparation of a state-approved site.
For districts whiciz currently need class-
room space but will not need it in 1977
(because of declining enrolliments). the state
should consider providing relocatable class-
rooms. When they are no longer needed
at vne location. they could be moved to
another district with tempourary needs.

(B) The staie should assume the responsibility for
retiring all existing local bonded indebtedness,
including State Board of Education bonds.
Furthermore, districts may r:ot incur additional
bonded indebtedness. and currently allowed
taxes over 10 mills for capital outlay and debt
service should be elirainated.

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

Recommendation 78: The Legislature should establish,
as part of the MFP, funds for providing compensatory
education io studeats from disadvantaged back-
grounds. Within districts compensatory education
fumls should be targeted to the instructional and related
needs of disadvantaged pupils through special pro-
grams designed by local districts. The total number of
disadvantaged students served in a school district with
these funds should be based on the number of children
of school age in the district from families below the
poverty level, less the number being served by federal
money.

MIGRANT EDUCATION
Recommendation 79: The Legislature should assign the

responsibility for the delivery of educational services
to migrant farm children and adults to the Department
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of Education. Migrant education then should be coor-
dinated and entirely funded by the state. Actual teach-
ing may be done by schools in local districts, by public
or private firms under contract, or "y state-funded
teachers who travel with the migrant stream. s\lso
the state should collect more comprehensivs data
migrant farm children and' adults, including the actual
number of migrant school-age children, ethnic compo-
sition of migrants, dropout incidence and intrastate
movement of migrants.

SCHOOL TRANSPORTATION

Recommendation 80: The Legislature should eliminate
the present transportation formula in the Minimum
Foundation Program. Instead the state should pay for
the entire cost of operating an effic.ent transportation
systern. The state should use modern computer

. techniques to determine the most efficient routing of
buses for each district and the number of buses needed.

The cost of operating such a system should be calcu-
lated, and this should be the state allowance. Districts
may use the most efficient routing as developed by
the state but should not be required to do so.

The state also should pay for the eatire cost of needed
school buses, including replacements for those thit
are no longer safe or serviceable. The state may
transfer such state-purchased buscs fiom a district
where the need for buses has decreased to a district
which needs more buses.

EMPLOYEE RETIREMENT MATCHING

Recommendation 81: The Legslature should provide
for the state to assume the full costs of employce retire-
ment maiching and the present local tax over 10 mills
for thispurpose should be eliminated. Full state funding
for employee retirement matching should e included
in the Minimum Foundation Program (MFP) grant to
districts.

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTING SYSTEM

Recommendation §2: The Legislature should provide
fo~ the implementation of financial accounting systems
in all school districts which uniformly report data on
the expenditures of money on educational programs
ateach school. A summary of this financial information
should be included in the Annual Report of School

Progress at each school.

PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT

Recommendation 83: The Legis...ure should provide
for the improvement of property tax assessment prac-
tices so that property is assessed uniformly among
counties and among classes of property within
counties. Additionally, the punitive financial applica-
tion of ratio studies toward school districts should be
removed.

A RECOMMENDED STUDY

Recommeiidation 84: The Legislature should initiate
a study on the implications of totally removing locai
property tax support for schools.




Section IX
Governance—Part 1

HIGHEST PRIORITY RECOMNMENDATION

The Committee believes that a board to coordinate
and develop policy for all levels of education is of
such overriding importance that it should be brought
about even if no other changes are made in the gover-
nance of education in Florida. Therefore, we recom-
mend that:

Recommendation 85: The Legislature should create a
lay board to set policy and coordinate the entire sta*s
system of public education in Florida. The powers and
responsibilities of this board should be statutory and
the present State Board of Education should retain
its constitutional role.

Governance—Part I1

THE COMMITTEE’S LONG-RANGE
GOVERNANCE PLAN

In January 1972 the Committee made recommenda-
tions which, taken as a whole, represented a com-
prehensive system for the goverrance of public educa-
tion at both the state and local levels in Florida. Several
of the district-level recommendations included in this
plan do not have the support of a sizeable number
of the Committee members. The non-partisan school
board and a statewide refererdum to appoint superin-
tendents in each district are examples. Nevertheless.
the Committec believes the organizational concept pre-
sented below is the best long-range solution to the
management of our schools.

Recommendation 86: There should be established in
Florida a single lay Board ot Education, responsible
to the citizens of this state for all levels of education.

Recommendation 87: The State Board should be estab-
lished by constitutional amendment.
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Recommendation 88:The Board should be composed
of 15 lay members. appointed by the Governor. and
confirmed by the Senate. The chairman should be
designated by the Governor and should serve at his
pleasure in that capacity.

Recommendation 89: The Board members should serve
staggered six-year terms.

Recommendation 90: The Board should receive travel
and per diem in accordance with state regulations.
Members may be statutorily authorized to receive
fiscal renumeration for time and responsibilities com-
mensurat~ with their positions.

Recommendation91: The role of the State Bourd should
be policy making. thé cstablishment of priorities in
keeping withits policies, and budget preparation—all as
defined by law.

Recommendation 92: There should be no statutory con-
straints placed upon the Board as to how it should




organize itself internally for carrying out its respon-
sibilities except as otherwise contained in this report.

Recommendation 93: There should be established by
constitutional amendment the position of appointed
Chief State School Officer.

Recommendati ‘n 94: The Chief State Schocl Officer
should be appointed by the State Board of Education
with confirmation by the Senate.

Recommendation95: Thei . ishouldbe free to estab-
lish the professional qualifications and management
skills that this person must possess for the efficient
implementation of the Board’s policies and priorities.

Recommendation 96: The Chief State School Officer
should serve at the pleasure of the Board or, if the
Board chooses to negotiate a contract, it should no.
exceed a period of two years from the date of execution.
The contract may be renewed by the Board.

Recommendation 97: The responsibilities of the Chief
State School Officer should be specified by the State
Board to include:

(A) implementing policy decisions of the Board;

(B) recommending budgets, policies and priorities to
the S.ate Board of Education: and

(C) administering the Department of Education.

Recommendation 98: District school board elections
should be on a non-partisan basis.

Recommendation 99: Congruent with the concept that
professional management at the state level should be
separated from policy-making authority, district school
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superintendents should be appointed by the district
school boards rather than elected.

Recommendation 100: A constitutional amendment
should be offered to -the people to provide for the
appointment of all district school superintendents by
their local school boards.

Recommendation 101: Local community college boards
of trustees should continue to be appointed by the Gov-
ernor and approved by the Senate. In addition to their
corporate operating board responsibilities, they shall
have such policy-making responsibilities as established
by statute or by the State Board of Education.

Recommendation 102: A board of trustees comprised
of seven members for the university system should
be established by statute. Trustees should be appointed
by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate to serve
staggered four-year terms. In addition to their cor-
porate operating board responsibilities. they shall have
such policy-making responsibilities as established by
statute or by the State Board of Education.

Recommendation 103: There should be created the
Office of Chancellor of the University System, selected
by the Chief State School Officer with the consent of
the State Board of Education. The Charcellor should
serve at the pleasure of the Chief State School Officer,
and his duties and functions should be prescribed by
the State Board of Education.

Recommendation 104: The Legislature should study the
alternatives presented in the Technical Report and
affirmatis action programs should be initiated at both
the state and local levels to increase minority represen-
tation on local school boards.

b
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~ INTRODUCTION AND-OVERVIEW..OF_STUDY GOALS

This study encompassed seven major tasks that com-
prised a subset of the total issues studied by the Citi-
zens’ Committee. It began in May 1972 and took one
year. Our mission was not to treat the whole field
of . educational accountability or all issues related to
financing education. Separate studies of the Citizens’
Comnmittee focused on these issues including every-
thing from teacher education to statewide assessment.
The immense scope of the Citizens’ Committee can
best be understood by examining their work document.
Briefly, our limited charge was to analyze and report
on:

1. The financial impact and consequences of the exist-
ing program for financing elementary and secondary
education.

2. Case study of a county with respect to allocation
of funds and educational resources within the
county school district.

3. Analysis and simulation of alternative plans for dis-
tributing school revenues. This task included cur-
rent operating expenditures plus transportation,
vocational education of migrants, and other special
expenditure categories.

4. Analysis and recommendations on financing capital
outlay.

5. Analysis of educational. finance adjustments that
should be made for urban areas, geographical differ-
ences in cost of living, incidence of low-income
families and so on.

6. Consideration of some selected issues for improved
efficiency in school operations with particular
emphasis on efficiency issues related to state school
aid formula< and school by school performance.

7. An analytical study of the critical -relationships
between financing higher education and other levels
of education.

In these endeavors the study team has conferred
closely and sought comments on our proposals from
a wide sector of Florida citizens and educators. The
staff and the Director of the National Educational
Finance I . sject at the University.of Florida have been
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very helpful to us. Dr. Forbis Jordan introduced us
to the computerized simulation model developed by
the NEFP. Dr. Gene Barlow spent many hours adapt-
ing the model to use in Florida. Through it, we were
able to make district-by-district estimates of the fiscal
effects of our recommendations. Dr. R. L. Johns
served on our advisory council and Dr. Kern Alexan- -
der provided technical advice in such areas as school
construction and transportation. In particular, we have
sought the informed counsel of the: members of the
Florida Citizens’ Committee on Education. But these
recommendations and findings represent the conclu-
sions and judgments of the study team. They do not
necessarily reflect the final views of the Citizens’ Com-
mittee, and the Committee did not put us under any
constraints in researching or presenting the substance
of our efforts.

Our approach in this report is first to present the
criteria that guided our recommendations and much
of our analysis. We will then briefly place Florida
sctool finance in the national context. Our concern
will subsequently turn to the strengths and weaknesses
of Forida’s current Minimum Foundation Program
(MFP). Then our findings and recommendations take
up items 2-7 presented above.

Attachment F of this report, Financing Post-
Secondary Education, was prepared by Roger E.
Bolton, Associate Professor of Economics at Williams
College. While we have conferred with him and concur
fully in his recommendations, this portion should be
considered as a separate document for which Dr. Bol-
ton assumes full professional responsibility.

On the rest of this study, we have been ably assisted
by James W. Guthrie, Marshall A. Harris, William
S. Furry, and David Fleod. Dr. Guthrie wrote the
section dealing with a school-by-school information
system. Dr. Harris had prime data collection responsi-
bility as Oa-Site Coordinator. Mr. Furry conducted
the intradistrict study plus analyses of retirement, mi-
grants, and teacher mobility. Mr. Flood analyzedfuture
enrollment and teacher supply trends. We gratefully
acknowledge their contributions but accept full respon-
sibility for this report. '

WALTER I. ( RMS
MICHAEL W. KIRST




SECTION I
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS




REVISING FLORIDA’S SCHOOL
FINANCE SYSTEM: CRITERIA

The study team has proceeded with the following

criteria in mind for revising school finance in Florida.

1.

It should be simple—T his should be a guiding prin-
ciple, even though we recognize that all kinds of
special circumstances will tend to complicate it.
But we have reexamined the present mass and
made recommendations to discard that which is
unnecessarily complicated. Florida’s school
finance statutes have grown incrementally to meet
changes in citizens’ desires, tax limitations, and
the transformation of the state through rapid
g.owth. These incremental changes constitute a
sort of ‘‘underbrush’’ that has grown up around
the once-simple Minimum Foundation Program.
The underbrush should be cut back. Forces run-
ing counter to simplicity are such things as tradi-
tion (many educators and legislators are used to
thinking interms of the present system) and special
education cost differentials. A simple formula with
few allocation factors cannot take account of such
things as vocational education, cost of living, mi-
.grants, sparsely populated counties, andso on. Our
goal then becomes to avoid needless complexity
and to base the formulas on concepts that can
be understood by the layman. Given the diversity
of Florida’s counties and its tradition of special
programs for special needs, there is a danger that
simple a‘d formulas will prove to be an overly
simplistic solution.

It should meet the ‘“Serrano’’ criterion—Edu-
cational resources provided a child should
not be a function of the wealth of the school
district where he or she happens to live. It is the
wealth of ihe entire State of Florida that should
stand behind each Florida school child. Con-
sequently, state aid should equalize educational

————————

85

3.

opportunity and compensate for differences in
local school district wealth. This is the so-called
‘‘Serrano’’ criterion (stemming from a California
lawsuit) and has been the prime issue in most other
states. Contrary to general lay opinion, the
“‘Serrano’’ criterion <can be satisfied without pro-
hibiting property taxcs or local choice regarding
school expenditure levels and tax rates. For
example, a district power equalizing (DPE)
scheme would allow local choice in w.ich some
districts would opt for minimal expenditures with
the state guaranteeing a particular yield for any
tax rate the district chooses. However, this issue
has already been decided in Florida through the
state-mandated ten-mill limit (‘‘cap’’) on local
property taxes with seven mills of required local
effort. Ineffect, local choice is already constrained
to a -very large degree. Because of this Florida
already meets the ‘‘Serrano”’ criterion better than
most states. From this perspective Florida's
Minimum Foundation Program is a Total Founda-
tion Program. The seven-mill required local effort
operates in a manner similar to a statewide prop-
erty tax.

It should allow for special educational program
needs—This is a difficult issue because it is the
various allowances for special needs that have
complicated the present program and contributed
to interest groups that want to maintain special
treatment. To say that we should allow three times
as much for a blind student as for a normal student,
on the basis that jpresent programs for the biind
cost that much, constitutes circular reasoning.
Unfortunately, this is the way most states now
allocate funds for blind students. On the other
hand, blind students need not only special mate-
rials, butalso more individual attention than normal
students. When we go from the relatively clear-cut
case of the blind student to compensatory educa-
tion for children from low-income families, we are

.
e 4 W s ———




in an even more difficult position. Educators are
not even sure what to do to improve their educa-
tional attainment, much less how much it should
cost. Indeed, programs with proven effectiveness
for the disadvantaged 'have a range of cost on the
order of three to four times the cost to educate
an average child.! Consequently, we must recog-
nize that the precise amounts recommended for
some special needs are the ‘‘best estimate.”’

4. Itshould be output oriented to the maximum extent
possible within the existing state of the art.

TR - ~~——-——~—-~State.aid.progmm§@193[mg§£g§clusively proc-
ess oriented, focusing on the necessary inpufs

of teachers, materials, facilities and so on.
Florida’s instruction unit of 27 pupils per teacher
plus supporting services is a good example of the
process concept. As we shall see, the proces:
orientation tends to ossify present practices at the
local school level. It builds vested interest groups
“ -~and can discourage experimentation.

Tn its pure form, an output orir ntation entails
measuring the degree to which districts (or better,
schools) met specifically defined educational
objectives, allowing for influences beyond the con-
trol of the schools, and then providing a financial
carrot for those who do better than expected and
a stick for those who do worse. For a variety
of technical reasons (such as inadequate tests of
pupil attainment and measures of social/economic
status) we are not ready to implement this pure
form. We can begin, however, with systematic
experimentation in this area.

In later sections of this report we ha.2 recom-
mended several approaches for moving Florida’s
o school finance system toward an output orien-
tation. Moreover, the Citizens’ Committee is con-
cerned directly with these output issues and r akes
separate recommendations.

5. It should provide for identifiable cost differentials

other than program cost differentials—This crite-

-rion includes differentials having to do with differ-

ences in cost of living, cost of construction, wage

/ structures, and salary differentials necessary to
get teachers to teachi in especially difficult circum-
stances. An investigation of the extent and nature
of urban problems (referred to in part as municipal
overburden) is implied as part of this criterion.

The same vexing issue as in the output section
’ arises here as well—namely, the measurement

'American Institute of Rescarch. 4 Swudy of Exemplary Pro-
gramsfor the Education of Disadvantaged Children, Palo Alto; 1968,
— OEC-0-8-089013-3515.
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of the necessary differentials. Although the con-
ceptshere are notasdifficult asin output concerns,
we had to mount several studies to meet this
criterion.

It should take into account capital outlay
and debt service as well as operating ex-
pense—In our view, there is no reason capital out-
lay should be considered different from current
operating expense in terms of the Serrano
criterion. The wealth of the state as a whole should
itand behind each child. Facilities for school chil-
dren should not be determined primarily by the
property tax wealth of a particular locality. We
also must recognize the difficulty of passing local
bond issues in Florida.

FINDINGS

Our findings are summarized below. Detailed discus-

sion of them is in the body of the report.

1.

Florida’s MFP will probably meet a court test
based on the Serrano criterion. The overall rela-
tionship between property tax wealth and expendi-
tures is close to random, although there are sub-
classes, like poor urban districts, that consistently
spend less money. Tax effort is remarkably
uniform, with over 90 percent of Florida's school
children attending school in districts at or within
a fraction of the 10-mill state-mandated property
tax limit (*‘cap”).

Compared to the national averages, Florida’s
property tax rate i. not an inordinate burden.
Indeed, Florida’s property taxes are considerably
below the national average effective rate. Given
this situation. wholesale property tax relief is not
essential and would result in windfallgains to many
owners of land and buildings.

Florid=’s urban problems are very different from
those in the older cities of the North and Midwest.
We found no evidence of ‘‘municipal over-
burden.” This suggests a different approach to
urban school aid.

There will be a distressing trend in future years
for the local districts to bear an increasing share
of the cost of construction, transportation, and
retirement. Given the 10-mill local property tax
limit, over time, this will result in distorting local
priorities and inadequate amounts of money to
fund instructional programs. We can see no justifi-
cation for the state to pay most of the cost of
current operations and at the same time force the
locals to bear a greater proportion of t.:e costs
of construction, transportation, and retirement.




5.

11.

12.

Florida has a very large school construction back-
log which will grow even larger with the addition
of kindergarten. This backlog results from
inadequate state allowances to most districts and
over allowances to districts with no facilities
needs. In addition, the refusal of local taxpayers
to pass override property taxes for facilities has
added to this backlog. Facilities constraints are
now dictating the substance and approach of
instructional programs.

The MFP is needlessly complex and has several
structural shortcomings. The MFP also contains
no incentives for better performance. The
instruction-unit concept which is the basis for cal-
culating the MFP has contributed to rigidities in
school organization, double counting, and exces-
sive weighting of special programs.

Florida's MFP does not adjust for the special
program needs of the disadvantaged and migrants.
Federal aid for these groups meets less and less

_of the need éeach year.

County school organization helps equalize tax
bases. But most of the counties are so large and
diverse that countywide information obscures
important school-by-school reporting which could
provide more equity and incentive. If the case
wc use is representative of the state, the schools
(within a county) that have the lowestachievement
also have the lowest per pupil expenditure.

Cost of living and construction vary sufficiently
in Florida to warrant special adjustments in school
finance formulas. Although the cost of living is
not a direct measure of cost of education, costs
of education are affected by differences in the cost
of living.

The entire system of property tax assessment
requires a complete overhaul. An improved ratio
study is only one of the major components.

There is a lack of policy coor.lination between
the levels of education. This will result in, for
instance, a surplus of newly trained teachers and
overlap and inefficiencies in vocational-technical
education.

Florida can afford more effort in funding educa-
tion based on the national averages. While Florida
ranks 14th in the nation in wealth per child, it
is substantially below the national average in
revenue per pupil, effective property tax rates,
and state and local tax collections as a percent
of personal income.

13.

The current and projected state budget surplus
and federal revenue sharing might be sufficient
to fund our recommendations. Florida’s low
national rank in tax effort provides a strong case
for using its surplus and revenue sharing for
increased public programs including education.
rather than for tax reduction.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Our most important recommendations are sum-
marized below:

1.

11.

12.

87

The state should assume all costs of school con-
struction and existing deow service. A major con-
struction effort should be undertaken, with the
goal of eliminating all instructional facilities
shortages by 1980.

The Minimum Foundation Program (MFP)
should equalize all ten mills of the local property
tax. District tax effort would be uniform at ten
mills, with present uverride taxes eliminated.

The state should establish a separate program of
compensatory education, supplementing the
federal program.

Urban areas should receive higher allotments for
cost-of-living differences.

The MF P should be extensively revised and sim-
plified.

The state should assume full costs of transporta-
tion and employee retirement.

Property tax assessment should be substantially
strengthened and improved.,

The state should take over responsibility for the
education of children of migrant farm workers.

The state should keep its commitment to provide
kindergarten to all children who desire it.

School-by-school accounting should be imple-
mented to 'help in discovering intradistrict dis-
crepancies. :

Performance reports should be established for
each school.

An experimental program of incentives for better
performance should be established on a schooi-
by-school basis.

There should be better coordination between the
levels of education.




IMPLEMENTATION OF-RECOMMENDATIONS

The following gives in substantially more detail the

way in which the above recommendations should be
implemented.

1.

Entitlement of MFP money shall be on the basis
of weighted full-time-equivalent pupils (FTE)
rather than instruction units. Full-time equivalents
are calculated by type of program. The computa-
tion would be made during one week in the fall and
one weeK in the spring, with weeks being chosen
that best represent the normal enrollment in Flor-
-ida schools. For each program, the FTE would be
the number of students enrolled in the program
times the ratio of the number of hours per week
that the student attends that program to the
number of hours per week a full-time student at
that grade level normally attends school. The total
FTE of all programs of the district should then
add up to the total full-time equivalent enrollment
of the district. Calculation in this way simplifies
problems of attendance accounting and insures
that a district will not lose money because of abnor-
mally low attendance during the calc' lation
period. Calculation on this basis also automatically
eliminates double counting in all programs.

The FTE are then weighted by program, with
the weight for each program being determined by
the amount of money it is desired to spend on
each student. We have suggested some initial
weights in the body of the report, but there is
no adequate research basis-at present for these.
We recommend cost-effectiveness studies by the
Department of Education or university professors
to help determine the most appropriate weights.
We support the present attempts to develop six
separate weights for vocational education based
on six cost categories. The weight for a vocational
FTE in a particular cost category would then be
simply the FTE cost for that category divided by
the amount set by the Legislature as the value
of the MFP per weighted FTE.

The only exception to calculating FTE as
explained above is for compensato.,y educaticn.
Here th  mber of FTE would be equal to'the
number « .hildren of school age in the county
from families below the poverty level. These com-
pensatory FTE would all be presumed to have
come from the regular 1-12 classes, and regular
FTE would be reduced accordingly.

After the FTE for all programs are weighted,
they are all summed for the district, and the total
is used to determine the MFP entitlement for the
district.
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2. The district shall be entitled to a set number of

dollars for each weighted FTE, less the amount
raised by a ten-mill local property tax based on
the equalized value of the previous year's non-

* exempt tax roll. This is to be the only money the

district receives from the state for operating pur-
poses, except for earmarked funds and transporta-
tion money. The MFP money may be spent in
any legal way the district desires, with the provisio
that in order to earn FTE for a special program
the students must actually be enrolled in such a
state-approved program.

Our recommendation eliminates many of the
present complexities of the MFP, including the
state salary schedule and many special purpose
allocations.

Earmarked funds are to be strictly limited to new
programs, for the purpose of getting them estab-
lished. When they are established (or in not more
than five years), the money for the program should
be merged into the general-purpose MFP grant,
with the school-by-school accounting we recom-
mend helping to insure that money actually gets
to the studentsit is intended for. Earmarked funds
may be used to support in the distr’at the program
for which the funds are earmarke !, or to contract
with a regional resource center {. provide the
program. Funds for the compensatory program
should initially be earmarked.

The program of compensatory education we
recommend is intended to supplement the federal
program. We suggest a weight of 1.5 for compen-
satory FTE (based on a weight of 1.0 for regular
classes in grades 1-12). The money would initially
be targeted to individual schools, based on the
number of pupils in the school from families with
income below the poverty level. The amount of

_ wnoney earmarked for compensatory education a

district would get would be the product of the
weighted compensatory FTE, less the amount of
federal mone; -sceived by the district specifically
for compensa 'y education. The money could be
used for a broad range of things, including health
services and nutrition.

The amount of the MFP grant shall be adjusted
by a cost-of-living index. The index for each
county is to be determined annually by the Depart-
ment of Administration as the result of a cost-
of-living study.

The state shall pay for the entire cost of operating
an efficient transporation system. The state shall
use modern computer techniques to determine the




most efficient routing of buses for each dis’rict
and the number of buses neceded. The cosi of
operating such a system in each county shall tig
calculated, and this shall be the state zllowancé.
Districts may use the most efficient -1cuting as
developed by the state but are not required to
do so.

The state shall pay for the entire cost of needeci
school buses, including replacements for’ those
that are no longer safe or serviceable. The state
may transfer such state-purchased buses from a.
district where the need for buses has decreased'
to a district which needs more buses.

7. Any district that receives less state operating
rmoney (including transportation and categorical
grants) under this plan than it currently receives
shall receive a ‘“‘no-loss guarantee.”' That is, it
shall receive the same amount it now receives from
the state. The amount of the MFP per weighted
FTE should be adjusted so that only a few small
districts will receive the no-loss guarantee.

The state shall pay the entire cost for principal
and interest of existing district bonded indebt-
edness, including State Board of Education
bonds. Districts may not incur additional bonded
indebtedness. :

The state shall pay the entire approved cost of
capital outlay projects for school districts. The
money for this shall be obtained through the
issuance of state bonds. The provisions for this
payment are as follows:

a. The state shall survey district needs in a
uniform manner and determine district needs for
space as of some setdate, such as 1978. The survey
will take into account projected growth or decline
in student enrollment and adequacy or obsoles-
cence of existing facilities.

b. The state will undertake to provide money
for construction of needed facilities through
bonded indebtedness as rapidly as plans can be
drawn and construction contracts let. The goal
should be to eliminate all instructional facilities
shortages by 1980.

c. The state shall establish standards for con-
struction of various kinds of educational facilities,
and will annually establish a cost per square foot
for each kind of facility in a base county. The
allowance for all other counties shall be adjusted
by a cost-of-construction index.

d. Districts will apply for state money for a con-
struction project. If the project helps to meet dis-
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10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

trict needs as disclosed in the state survey, it will
be approved. Priority shall be given to projests
tor districts where relative needs are greatest. The
state shall pay an amount equal to the stile-
established cost per square foot (adjusted for cost
of construction) times the number of squarte fect
of each type of facility- to be constructed. The
district may hire its own architect and rnay spend
more than the state allowance from its own operat-
ing funds if it wishes. The state will provide stan-
dard plans for different types o facilities which
dictricts may use if they wish. If.they do so, the
state will pay for the actual cost:of construction
of the facilities. -

e. Por districts which currently rieed classroorit
space but will notneed it in 1978 (berause of declin-
ing enrollments), the state should consider provid-
ing relocatable classrooms. Wheh they are no
longer needed in the district, they could be
moved to another district with temporary needs.

The state shall assume tesponsibility for the
education of all children of migrant farm workers.
The state may perform the educational services
itself, or may contract with school districts or-with
any other organization. In some cases it may be
feasible to provide teachers who travel with the
migrants and possibly also traveling classrooms.

District tax rates shali be limited to ten mills on
full property value for all purposes. Presently
allowed overrides shall be eliminated.

An experimental program of incentives for better
educational achievement should be established.
This experimental program would attempt to pre-
dict the average achieve meat of children in schools
based on the socioeconomic background of the

children. The predicted achievement would then

be compared with the actual achievement, and
where actual was significantly better thin pre-
dicted some kind of reward would be provided.
The Department of Education would investigate
programs in such schools to see if what they were
doing well could be adapted to similar schools.

Performance reports should be required for each
school that would provide data on such things as
student chazacteristics, school resources, expen-
ditures, school program approach, pupil attain-
ment, and five-year plans.

Better intradistrict program 2ccounting should be
required on a uniform basis, and districts should
examine their expenditure patterns to be sure that
schools with the most disadvantaged children are
not being systematically shortchanged.




-15. Property tax assessment should be improved
through (1) a reorganization and insulation of state
administration from political influence, (2) profes-
sional 2.sessment personnel at all levels, (3)
improved state/local coordination of assessment
standards and procedures, and (4) a more intensive
and better designed ratio study.

16. There should be better coordinatioa of policy
among the levels of education to prevent overlaps
in vocational education .-ad over-production of
teachers.

17. School districts, with their salary schedules no
longer bound to a state salary schedule, should
institute provisions that encourage teachers .to
upgrade their competence through other means
than college courses.

PHASE-IN OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS:

We suggest the following steps as a reasonable way
to phase in the finance recommendations. Note that
we suggest district power equalizing as a reasonable
step toward ten mills of required local effort.

1. In 1973-74 collect FTE data on the basis recom-

mended. Use these for estimating district needs
in 1974-75.

2. In 1974-75 go to eight mills required local effort
(RLE) with two mills power equalized at the same
rate. The MFP weight could be set at $680 at
eight mills RLE, with a guarantee of $85/mill for
the ninth and tenth mills. This would give an MFP
of $850 if ten mills were levied. If all districts
levied ten mills, locd. effort would be $551 million
and state cost about $821 million. The additional
state cost of thc total package for current opera-
tions would be about $50 million above the prob-
able state cost for the present MFP in 1973-74.
Cost could be reduced by lowering the $850 FTE
base for the normal program.

3. In subsequent years, if it seemed desirable, the
state couid go to nine or ten mills RLE, as an
alternative. It could leave one or two mills power
equalized for local discretion.

-4. In 1973-74, the state could assume a percentage
of local debt service. Local overrides should con-
tinue to be allowed for remaining local debt ser-
Vice. The state should embark immediately on full
state assumption of capital outlay, issuing as many
bonds as can bé used immediately.

5. As additional bonds are issued after this, addi-
tional local debt service will be picked up with

the goal of picking up all local debt service by
the time all bonds necessary to eliminaté facilities
shortages as of 1980 have been issueq.

6. The additional cost of capital outlay, debt service,
and transportation when the program is fully
implemented would be about $57 million per year.

SUMMARY OF COSTS OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The following summary of costs is intended only
to givean idea of the relative magnitudes of the changes
recommended. The costs are based on 1970-71 data,
the most recent available when this report was written.
The value of the MFP per weighted FTE was set at
$700 (before cosi-of-living adjustment). Because of
rapidly increasing property values, it will be possible
to set this figure at a substantially higher level in the
year this program is implemented without increasing
state costs.

The costs shown are the amounts by which the costs
of our recommendations exceed the actual 1970-71
costs.

State Costs

1. (a) Assume costs of school construction (annual
cost of bond interest and retirement on bonds suf-
ficient to eliminate all instructional facilities
shortages by 1980).

$21.1 million

(b) Assume existing local debt service based on
refinancing district bonds carrying high interest
rates; assumes refinancing of special law [Racing
Commission] bonds. This amouft would decrease
and finally disappear as existing indebtedness ig
retired.

$23.0 million

2. Make the required local effort ten mills. No cost.
The MFP should be adjusted to keep the state
cost the same.

3. A program for compensatory educati(()n that
would supplement the federal program and,
together with it, reach all students from families
with incomes below the poverty level.

$77.0 million

4. Adjustments for cost of living.
$63.2 million

5. Revise and simplify the MFP. No cost, except
for minor costs of implementation. Would save
some money by eliminating double countingin spe-
cial programs. The MFP would be set at $700




per weighted FTE (1970-71), with districts that
would receive less state operating money than at
present receiving a ‘‘no-loss guarantee™ (i.e.,
allowed to receive as much as at present). Cost
of no-loss guarantee to five districts.

$ 0.4 million

6. (a) Assume full costs of transportation.
$12.8 million

(b) Assume full coét of employee retirement.
$35.0 million

7. Improved property tax assessment.
$ 0.5 million

8. Aspecial program of migrant education, to supple-
ment the federal program.
$ 4.7 million

9. Provide kindergarten for all who desire it. Capital
costs included under 1(a). Operating costs only,
of about $36 million based on projected enrollment
when kindergartens are fully impleniented are ot
shown here as an additional cost of our recommen-
dations because the state is already committed to
-this.

10. Proper intradistrict allocation of funds.
No additional cost

11. School-by-school performance reports. Realloca-
tion of existing administrative costs.

12. An experimental p. gram of incentives for better
performance.
$ 2.0 million

13. Policy ccordination among levels of education.
Should ultimately result in some saving to the
state.

Local Costs

14. Limit districts to ten mills in taxes, eliminating
overrides.

A saving of $44.7 million to

local property taxpayers.

Total additional state money
recommended

Total local tax saving

Net additional recommended

$239.7 million
44.7 million
195.0 million

The additional money recommended could be
reduced if necessary by reducing the value of the MFP
per weighted FTE, as follows:
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Number of
districts Cost of
with no-loss  no-loss guarantee

Value of MFP Net additional
per Weighted  money (state

FTE and local) guarantee  (included in Col. 2)

$700  $195.0 million 5 $0.4 miliion

$690  $178.6 million 6 $0.5 million

$680  $162.2 million 6 $0.6 million

$670  $145.8 million 6 $0.7 n :llion

$660  $129.4 million 8 $0.9 million
PRICRITIES

Large-scale studies that consider almost every ele-
ment of a major state function like eiementary/secon-
dary education rarely result in the implementation of
each recommendation. Resources are always scarce,
resulting in competition for state money among levels
of education, =nd between education and other public
sector activities such as the environment, highways,
healthk, economic development and so on. Given the
inevitable constraints on state money and political
opposition to any policy change, some comments 6n
priorities are needed.

The recommendations fallintotwo categories of high
and low {or negligible) cost. In the high-cost group
our first priority is state assumption of capital outlay
and debt service with a large-scale construction effort
aimed at eliminating all shortages in instructional
facilities by 1980. This reform will also help districts
zet more MFP money for current operations. For
example, many of these districts could not receive
operating money for kindergarten if the state did not
provide facilities.

I* is-in the area of « - outlay that Florida risks
a court suit under the equal protcction language-of-the
14th amendment. The courts have: focused to date on
current operating expenditures, but capital outlay will
surely “llow. It is very unwise {0 have the state pay
most or all the cost of currént operations without
assuming the cost of such things as construction. The
existing MFP allotments for construction are csin-
pletely inadequate and the backlog of facilities needs
has grown to alarming proportions.

The quality of the physical setting in which a child
receives his education, like other aspects of education,
should not be related to local district wealth. Florida
is in the distressing situation of having facilities con-
straints dictate the substance’ i *Jucational programs .
This is especially true in the * special’’ program areas
of kindergarten, compensatory education, handicap-
ped children and vocational education. For instance,
some districts are in the self-perpetuating syndrome
of lacking facilities for special programs, thereby
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receiving less MFP money for special programs and
facilities, and as a result having less money for teacher
salaries, fa.ilities, and overhead support. Given the
reluctance_of most local taxpayers to approve local
construction bond issues, ‘there is no way under the
present formula to break this cycle.

Along with increased st-te aid for construction, we
recommend an increased state role in supervision and
technical assistance for local construction. Priority
neods are such things as uniform state criteria for defin-
ing local capacity and needs, state-approved cost

1aximums, state cost-of-construction indexes, and
incentives for efficient construction.

We have deliberately linked together two of the high
cost items because they benefit different types of
school districts. Compensatory education provides
considcrabl -iore money per pupil to rural school dis-
tricts (both ric. and poor.). Rural districts have a higher
percent of their students from disadvantaged homes.
On the other hand, the adjustment for cost of living
using the market basket approach provides uroan
counties with the most money.

In short, the ten-mill required local effort to increase
equalization, the special funding (weighting) for com-
pensatory education, and the cost-of-living allowance
go together to form a balanced package. One way 70
save money is to eliminate all additional state money
from the cost-of-living adjustment. Based on prelimi-

.nary findings of the Florida cost-of-living study con-
ducted by three university -professors most counties
would be above 100. The state could restrict the cost-

of-living adjustment to shifting funds rather thanadding-

an incremrntal-$63.2 million."This could be done by
reducing the MF™ about $40 per weighted pupil or
$1080 per instruction unit. We would favor eliminating
additional expenditures for cost of living before elimi-
nation of compensatory education. But again, we stress
our recommendations are a package that treat all dis-
tricts in the most cquitable fashion:

The recommendation of a ten-mill required local
effort redistributes money from some rich urban
counties to poorer rural counties. The urban counties,
however, are the ones receiving the most benefit from
our cost-of-living and capital outlay recommendations.
We considered eliminating the special allowances for
small schools (which would have hurt the rural
counties) but rejected this because the cost saving
is small.

The table below shows, for a few selected counties,
the effect of d:leting various provisions from our
recommendations. Comparing the figures in column
3 with those in column 2, we see that the effect of
having a required local effort of nine mills, with one

miil local leeway is to give more money to three rich
districtsand less to the rest. This comparison highlights
the increased equity caused by state equalization of
one local property tax mill.

Comparing column 4 with column 2 shows that
eliminating the cost-of-living adjustment hurts the
urban counties much more than the rural ones.

Comparing column 5 with column 2 shows that omit-
ting compensatory education hurts the rural counties
much more than the urban counties.

Comparing column 6 with column 2 shows that
eliminating the allowances for small schools has only
minimal effects except in the poor rural districts. The
cost of this allowance is only $3.5 million.

Finall- aparing column 1. with column 2 shows
the mu «er equity of our recommended program
compai «th the present progran.

We wouid place a somewhat lower priority on state -
assumption of transportation and retirement. We can
see no justification, however, for shifting the spiraling
burden of these items to a local tax base constrained
by the ten:mill cap. This caz only result in locals
allocating less money for instruction and more for such
ancillary items as transport and retirement. Florida
has been moving to a larger state assumption of school
costs. These two items should not be exceptions.
In both transportation and retirement the intent of state
legislation was to increase the state share, but the for-
mu s have not accomplished this goal.

We have concluded that urban issues in Florida are
substantially different from those usually envisioned
by national *‘urban” problems. Much of the national
analysis of urban needs focuses on comparisons
between cities and their suburbs. But Florida’s county
school districts combine cities, suburbs and even rural
areas. Consequently the tax base and economic growth
of the suburbs help suppcrtthe central rity. Moreover,
two of the state’s large:¢ metropolitan areas (Dade
and Duval) prov:de most costly governmental services
through a metro-goveinment. Specifically, we inves-
tigated the *“‘municipal overburden” hypothesis that
higher per capita expenditures on general government
or non-school functions are associated in urban
counties with lower expenditures for elemen-
tary/secondary edtc.aon. A major reascn we found
no municipal overburden in Florida was because all
Florida urban areas are at or very near the ten-mill
property tax limit.

We did find, however, some specific urban problems
that require change in state education financing:
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BASIC STATE PROGRAM: STATE AND LOCAL MONEY, IN DOLLARS PER PUPIL
(Excluding Transportation, Capital Qutlay, and Debt Service)

(3) 3 (&) 6)

1)) (2)
Present Our Chauge to Omit Cost Omit Omit
Program Recommended 9 mills of Living Compensatory Small School
(1970-71) Package* RLE Adjustment Education Allowance
Rich Urban
Broward ......c.ccniien vieennn. $807 $885 $933 $797 $843 $884
Dade ....oiinriiiriieiieeaaeann 815 907 951 810 851 907
Pinellas .« ..o ineniieieieees 745 859 842 810 823 857
AVErage ... ..iie cieraneanann 75) 884 909 %06 839 883
Poor Urban
Brevard ......ooiviiiii i 646 826 804 787 791 826
Duval ..o 670 851 §31 811 782 80 -
Hillsborough .... ... ............ 703 857 837 824 ~ 801 856
AVEIAEe .o o vvinencnrcnnnneas 673 845 824 807 791 844
Rich Urbanized Rural
Collier +vovvnrnnnrcnncnnan ... 850 862 870 821 810 856
Manates ... ..o iierreemrnnanenn 774 865 848 840 810 563
Volusia..vovvreecnroncaencncnen- 699 841 872- 808 785 835
AVATage i eeinceeiaen e 774 856 847 823 . 802, 851
Poor Urbanized Rural -
Alachua ... ... ceivinnn on- 687 878 849 836 819 875
OKaloosa .. ..ccvveercnccncnccnn- 583 787 765 787 748 783
Suwanee . ........ceeinranecnoan- 771 879 837 897 777 873
AVEIage .. oriceicraranaraa 680 818 817 840 781 844
Rich Rural
CitILS v o eevrccmanctncnncnnnes- 947 891 . 899 891 816 883
Henlry .. ... voiiiiiiiieeieeenns 711 790 782 806 731 7717
Martin ...oviinnnriennnnn 2nnens 811 965 928 . 894 891 965
AVEIage .. .vvmniicm i 823 882 870 864 813 875
Poor Rural -
Gadsden . ... ceuernrennces cannns 706 840 810 884 722 832
B 808 850 804 895 768 806
Wakulla ... o e 776 847 836 882 75¢ 834
AVEIAEE oo o ieecercnnnennnne 763 844 817 887 749 824

“MFP = $700 per weighted FTE, required lo¢al effort = 10 mills

1. adjustments in school finance formulas for higher
cost of living and school construction and some
components of school transportation.

2. a special state compensatory program that will
target aid to urban as well as other schools with
disadvantaged children.

3. revision in the current MFP to better assist poor
urban school districts.

If it is not possible to allocate the amount of state
money necessary to fund all of our recommendations,
we would strongly prefer a method of reducing the
cost that would not upset the balance of our recommen-
dations. The best way of doing this is to reduce the
value of the MFP per weighted FTE. For each $10
that the MFP is reduced, the state would save atout
$16.5 million (based on 1970-71 data). There would
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be some cost to a ‘‘no-loss guarantee’’ for districts
that would receive less money under this'-method than
they currently receive from the state for operation and
transportation. But the amount would be small. For
example (as shown at the end of the preceding section
on the cost of the recommendations) it would be possi-
ble to rediice the MFP to $660 with a net saving of
$65.5 million. Only eight districts would receive a
no-loss guarantee, at a cost of less tlian $1 million.

Itis noteworthy that several of our recommendations
arein the low-cost category. The MFP can be simplified
at little cost. The focus on the school as the organiza-
tional unit entails three interrelated and low-cost pro-
grams: performance reports, an experimental incentive
program, and intradistrict comparability. This latter
concept implies some redistribution of resources within
school districts from schools serving middle class and




wealthy children to schools serving poor underachiev-
ing children.

The imgprovement of property tax assessment is quite
inexpensive compared to the grant programs like the
MFP. Itis alarge increment to the state administrative
budget but worth the political resistance such adminis-
trative increases often entail. Strengthened coordina-
tion among levels of education implies little extra cost
but has the potential for large savings.

A CONCLUDING COMMENT ON FSA VS DPE

As we have stressed, the MFP has some flaws, but
its distribution criteria are essentially equity oriented.
This does not imply, howey.r, that more equity could
not be injected into the existing Florida school finance
system. One obvious strategy is to--increase the
required local effort to the ten-mill property tax cap.
In effect, this would create full state assumption (FSA)
of all school costs using essentially a ten-mill statewide
property tax (with o local leeway). Another alterna-
tive would be to power -or percentage equalize the
three-mill difference between the current seven mills
required effort and the ten-mill cap. Such a scheme
would assure equal. school revenues for equal local
district tax effort. It also retains the focal school district
as the basic decision-making unit for determining tax
rates

The pritnary feature of a district power equalizing
scheme (DPE) is that a state guarantees a local district
any current operating expenditure per pupil it selects
“rom a tax rate schedule. In Florida, a schedule based
on equalized assessed value might look like this:

School District Tax Rate State Guaranteed Yicld

7 mills $595
8 mills $680
9 mills = $765
10 mills $850

DPE caters to the *‘libertarian’’ value stream *which
pervades the American polity, whereas FSA aligns
itself with the widely shared “‘egalitarian’’ viewpoint.
DPE allows local chioice regarding school expenditure
levels and tax rates and no doubt some localities would
opt for minimal expenditures. This local control stress
is seen as an intolerable weakness by egalitarians.
Egalitarians point to the injustice of permitting a child’s
address to cetermine the amount spent on his
schooling. They ask why a c'.ild or household that
values education intensely, as does-a majority of the
state, should be subjected to school conditions estab-
' ;hed by his neighbors who want to hold down taxcs
and place little value upon schooling.
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In terms of operational issues, DPE adherents argue
that control always follows dollars; that FSA will lead
to state dominance of personnel and curriculum. Cer-
tainly, big city districts dramatically demonstrate there
is little to be gained from large size.

The FSA egalitarians assert they are also for local
decision making. They contend that once local citizens
are absolved from the need to raise money and the
local boards from the time it takes to finance the schools
adequately, they will be able to focus on important
educational matters like personnel and curriculum.

All of this debate on FSA versus DPE has a great
deal more relevance in the states other than Florida.
Over 90 percent of Florida's school children attend
schools in districts at or very near the ten-mill property
tax cap. Consequently, DPE is more a theoretical alter-
native than a real possi.ility in Florida. A more realistic
alternative in keeping with the trend of past Florida
policy is to increase the required local effort until it
r ches the ten-mill property tax cap. We would have
no objection to increasing this required millage
gradually, as long as the remaining leeway is power
equalized at a level that will guarantee that every dis-
trict receives the same amount of additional money
per weighted FTE for each additional mill levied. We
suggest such a possibility in our phase-in recommenda-
tions.

EFFECT OF OUR RECOMMENDATIONS ON
LOCAL CONTROL

Our recommendations carefully safeguard local con-
trol. Indeed, in many areas we expand local control.
As of now, a local district must obtain Department
of Education approval for new programs in vocational
and exceptional education. Under our system, once
the district enrolled the FTE in special programs, the
state would automatically provide the money. Our con-
struction and transportation plans are designed to
insure local control by using state standards only to
establish efficient cost-allocation factors. Once the dis-
trict received the state money, however, it could dis-
regard the state amounts per square foot of construc-
tion or the optimum transportation routing plans pre-
pared by state researchers.

In short, Florida will have only three mills of local
leeway under the existing MFP. State mandates in
the present education code could easily consume that
three-mill leeway.

Our proposal for school-by-school information is
intended for local use. Most of it would not even be
transmiiied to the state. The requirement that local
districts actually have special programs (compen-
satory, vocational education, etc.) before they can




receive state money is already in the MFP. Our propos-

als would merely clarify the present system for

monitoring this and eliminate double counting.
ILLUSTRATIVE FIGURES AND TABLES

On the following pages are the key figures and tables
to support and to extend our findings and recommenda-
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tions. The figures illustrate the high degree of equity
in the MFP as of 1970-71, the latest year for available
data. The equity is even greater now because the
equalized local tax has been increased from four mills
to six mills. The remaining tables display the county-
by-county impact of our recommendations.
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TABLE |

RECOMMENDED STATE AND LOCAL DOLLARS IFOR OPERATING:
(Excluding transportation and cupital outlay)
COUNTY-BY-COUNTY (As of 1970-71)

Total Dollars/ Dollars/
Dollars Weighted FTE ADA
Alachva ....... 18,010,222 $735 $878
Baker ......... 2,000,305 686 817
Bay ........... 14,152,154 707 848
. Bradford ....... 3,010,706 686 863
Brevard «....... 47,603,618 735 826
Broward ....... 95,799,352 777 885
Calhoun ....... 1,706,945 679 859
Charlotte ...... 3,371,185 735 880 - —
Citrus ......... 3,105,618 700 891
Clay «..o.ovnn. 7,085,836 700 792
Collier. ........ 7,635611 735 862
Columbia ...... 5,171,326 686 815
. Dade.......... 201,090,372 784 907
DeSoto ....... 2,235,759 686 817
Dixie.......... 1,158,890 665 8C3
Duval ......... 95,063,704 735 851
Escambia ...... 35,838,114 700 820
Flagler ... ..... 876,967 700 848
Franklin ....... 1,466,025 665 868
Gadsden ....... 7,851,242 665 840
Gilchrist ....... 861,727 686 840
Glades. ........ 770,269 686 853
Gulf .......... 2,166,641 686 838
Hamilton ...... 1,877,722 686 872
Hardee ........ 2,775021 . 693 869
Hendry ........ 2,296,788 - 686 790
Hernando ...... 3,359,878 700 847
Highlands ...... 4,792,762 686 801
Hillsborough .. .. 82,711,606 728 857
Holmes ........ 2,203,338 672 815
Indian River .... 6,777,229 735 881
Jackson........ 6,608,353 672 869
Jefferson....... 2,004,044 679 869
Lafayette ...... 527811 672 853
Lake ..vvuvnnns 12,454,972 714 851
Lee ........... 16,209,198 735 e
Leon.......... 16,968,610 735
| 2,754,449 665 o
Liberty ........ 777,525 665 888
Madison ....... 2,890,076 686 836
Manatee ....... - 13,664,106 721 865
Marion ........ 14,238,922 735 2™
Martin......... 5,563,497 756 96:
Monroe ........ 8,426,299 756 890
Nassat ........ * 4,672,226 707 818
: Okaloosa....... 19,586,716 700 787
/ Okeechobee .. .. 2,406,369 686 788
Orange ........ 70,504,020 763 897
Osceola ........ 4,895,329 728 881
Palm Beach ..... 56,326,674 770 896
Pasco ...vniann 9,630,132 721 "831
Pinellas ........ 68,473,033 742 859
Polk .......... 42,484,451 700 817
Putnam ........ 7,960,784 700 857
St.Johns....... 5,719,948 714 883
St. Lucie ....... 9,317,731 742 928
. Santa Rosa ..... 7,888,488 700 840
2 Sarasota ....... 16,587,886 728 888
- Seminole . ...... 17,316,328 742 838
Sumter ........ 2,954,463 707 877
Suwannce ...... 3,427,890 686 879
Taylor......... 2,967,741 686 831
Union ......... 1,088,340 686 838
Volusia ........ 25,414,562 728 841
Wakulla........ 1,426,359 672 847
Walton ........ 3,188,559 700 848
Washington . .. .. 2,727,503 679 926
Total ..... .$1,154,880,327
)
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TABLE 11

RECOMMENDED STATE DOLLARS FOR OPERATING:

(Excluding transpartation and capitst outlay)
COUNTY-BY-COUNTY (As of 1970-71)

Total Doltars/ Dollars/

Dollars Weighted IFTE ADA
Alachua .... .. $ 14,311,044 $584 $698
Baker ......... 1,734,006 595 708
Bay .....vvvuns 10,686,544 534 640
Bradford ....... 2,548,586 581 731
Brevard ... .... 37,581,273 580 652
Broward ....... 61,336,768 497 566
Calhoun ....... 1,409,441 561 710
Cnarlotte ...... 1,192,797 260 3
Citrus «.ovvvnns 1,803,036 406 517
Clay «o.ovvuvnne 6,099,8C9 603 681
Collierce.neunns 3,300,208 318 373
Columbia ...... 4.294,697 570 677
Dade «ovvvvenns 133,579,170 521 602
DeSoto ....... 1,670,095 . 512 610
Dixie.......... 930,033 534 645
Duval ......... 76,508,461 592 685
Escambia ...... 28:415,404 555 650
Flagler ........ 501,816 401 485
Franklin ....... 1,146,223 520 679
Gadsden ....... 7,121,053 603 762
Gilchrist ....... 688,514 548 671
Glades. ... .vou- 174,740 156 194
Gulf .......... 1,689,553 535 653
Hamilton ...... 1,507,296 551 700
Hardee ........ 1,777,451 444 556
Hendry «....... 1,330,121 397 458
Hernando ...... 2,473,636 515 624
Highlands ...... 2,614,325 374 437
Hillsborough .. .. * 3,680,605 560 660
Holmes . ....... . 049590 592 718
Indian River .... v 518 450 539
Jackson........ -564 566 733
Jefferson . ...... t . 193 571 732
Lafayette ...... 3/6,476 479 608
Lake .......... 8,285,357 475 566
Jdee oot 10,618,050 481 547
Leon..... .... 12,861,884 557 674
Levy .ooviinnn. 2,014,746 486 622
Liberty ........ 631,681 540 721
Madison ....... 2,579,224 612 746
Manatee ....... 9,532,603 503 604
Marion ........ 10,238,908 529 626
Martin......... 3,379,303 459 586
Monroc . ....... 5,287,157 474 559
Nassatt ........ 3,798,515 575 665
Okaloosa ....... 16,794,909 600 £3s
QOkecchobee .. .. 1,781,210 508 583
Orange ........ 56,904,918 616 724
Osceola ........ 2,871,815 4217 517
Palm Beach ..... 30,969,596 423 493
Pasco ......... 7,388,195 553 638
Pinellas ........ 51,493,613 558 646
Polk .......... 29,654,122 2489 570
Putnam ........ 6,587,883 579 709
St.Johns....... 3,991,242 498 616
St. Lucie ....... 6,399,817 510 638
SantaRosa ..... 6,012,372 534 640
Sarasota ....... . 9,270,481 407 496
Seminole,. ... ... 14,538,607 623 704
Sumter ........ 2,312,971 553 687
Suwannee ...... 2,754,122 551 707
Taylor......... 2,250,790 520 630
Union « evvvvenn 934,978 589 720
Volusia ........ 18,292,591 524 605
Wakulla........ 1,267,213 597 752
Walton ........ 2,680,227 588 713
Washington .. ... 2,375,918 591 807

Total ....... $832,583,067
163




TABLE 11

| LOCAL DOLLARS RAISED BY 10 MILL LEVY:
| COUNTY-BY-COUNTY (As of 1970-71)

Total Dollars/ Dollars/
Doilars Weighted I'TE ADA
Alachua ,...... § 3,868.451 $158 $189
Baker ......... 277,508 95 113
Bay ........... 3,674,626 184 220
Bradford . ...... 483,683 110 139 -
| Brevard .. ...... 10,220,091 158 177
Broward ....... 44,339,619 360 409
Calhoun ....... 301,254 120 152
, Charlotte ...... 2,363,612 515 617
Citrus ... ..... 1,641,177 370 471
. Cay .......... 1,088,084 107 122
Collier......... 4,913.318 473 555
— Columbia ...... 917,315 122 145
| . Dade .......... 88.105,623 344 397
| DeSoto ....... 636,312 19° 232
Dixie.......... 239,883 1 166
Duval ......... 19,982,697 154 179
Escambia ...... 7,909,670 154 181
Flagler ........ 395,868 316 383
Franklin ....... 328,508 149 195
Gadsden ....... 757,767 64 81
* . Gilchrist ....... 174,790 139 170
Glades......... 616,815 549 683
Gulf .......... 503,735 159 195
Hamilton ...... 371,438 136 172
Hardee ........ 1,081,404 270 339
Hendry ........ 1,051,213 314 262
Hernando ...... 990,074 206 250
Highlands ...... 2,387,058 342 - 399
Hillsborough . ... 20,689,714 182 214
Holmes ........ 268,195 82 99
Indian River . ... 2,936,042 318 382
Jackson........ 1,057,083 107 139
Jefferson. ...... 220,925 109 139
Lafayette ...... o 317,321 404 513
Lake ....onnn.. 4,307,442 247 294
Lee ....oonnne 6,634,277 301 342
Leon .......... 4,813,785 209 252
Levy .......... 759,401 183 234
5 : Liberty ........ 156,897 134 179
Madison ....... 595,343 141 172
Manatee ....... 4,612,689 243 292
Marion ........ 4,183,806 216 256
Martin......... 2,437,236 331 423
Monroe ........ 3,253,939 292 344
"y . Nassau ....vv... 887,666 134 155
Okaloosa .. ..... 2,865,003 102 115
Okeechobee . ... 659,457 188 216
Orange ........ 15,004,409 162 » il
Osceui2nen e 2,661,410 396 479 -
Palm Beach . .... 27,915,324 382 444
Pasco ......... 2,668,041 _ 200 230
Pincllas ........ 18,393,295 199 231
Polk .......... 13,894,809 229 267
- Putnam........ 1,486,761 131 160
St.Johns....... 1,858,388 232 287
St. Lucie....... 3,178,334 253 317
Santa Rosa ..... 1,912,561 170 204
Sarasota ....... 7,942,836 349 425
Seminole....... 3,198,074 137 155 Lo
. Sumter ........ 677.560 162 201 .
Suwannee ...... 688,904 138 177 -
Taylor......... 730,318 169 204
Union .. ...... 152,536 . 96 117
Volusjia ........ 7,329,110 217 251
Wakulla........ 210,044 99 125
Walton ........ 514,997 113 137
, Washingtor ..... 365,094 91 124
Total . ..... - $372,421,121
Q. 104
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TABLE IV,

RECOMMENDED STATE AND LOCAL DOLLARS IFOR ALL
PURPOSES: COUNTY-BY-COUNTY (As of 1970-71)

Tosal " Doilais/ Dollars/

Dollars Weighted IFT1E ADA
Ala’ a ..., $ 20,828,511 S 850 $1,016
Baker ....0.0tn 2,337,527 802 955
Bay ........... 15,559,620 7717 932
Bradford ....... 3,421,817 780 981
Brevard ........ 53,009,696 318 920
Broward ....... 124,973,804 1,014 1,154
Calhoun ....... 1,891,563 752 952
Charlotte ...... 4,043,724 882 1,055
Citrus ....ouuns 3,883,645 875 1,114
Cay .....ovuus 8,017,212 792 896
Collier «....vuus 9,950,842 985 1,124
Columbia ...... 5,809,038 771 916
Dade v.vvvvnnnn 244,488,109 953 1,103
DeSoto .....-. 2,746,840 843 1,003
Dinic . .. 1,422,081 816 986
Duval ......... 103,075,073 797 923
Escambia ...... 40,061,547 782 917
Flagler ........ 1,013,210 809. 980
Franklin ....... 1,783,759 809 1,057
Gadsden ....... 8,178,563 693 875
Gilchrist ....... 955,650 761 931
Glades..... 932,931 831 1,033
Gulf ...... . 2,623,356 “831 1,014
Hamilton ...... 2,173,178 794 1,009
Hardee ........ 3,283,375 820 1,028
lHendry ...... . 2,725,221 814 937
Hernando . ..... 4,347,256 906 1,096
Highlands ...... 5,720,216 819 95¢€
lillsborough .... 90,837,081 « 800 941
Holmes ........ 2,533,681 773 938
Indian River .... 7,850,020 851 1,021
Jackson........ 7,121,796 724 937
Jefferson....... 2,188,462 741 949
Lafayette ...... 754,194 969 1,218
Lake ..vvnvnnnn 14,636,093 839 1,000
Lee .ovvniennns 20,334,198 922 1,047
Leon..vuueinsn 19,983,658 866 1,048
Levy oooneas 2,970,398 717 917
Liberty ........ 961,608 822 1,098
Madison ....... 3,403,697 808 984
Manatee ....... 15,679,731 827 993
Marion ........ 15,386,056 794 940
Martin......... 6,814,511 926 1,182
Monroe........ 9.337.292 838 986
Nassau ........ 5,274,274 798 924
Okaloosa....... 23,222,683 230 933
Okeechobee ... 2,952,728 842 967
Orange ........ 77,799,623 842 990
Osceold .. .....s 5,897,693 877 1.061
Palm Beach ..... 66,509,691 909 1,058
Pasco ......... 12,228,349 916 1,056
Pinellas ........ 76,188,020 826 955
Polk .ovvennnen 48,267,738 795 928
Putnam ........ 8,861,168 779 954
St. Jolns....... 6,546,911 817 1,010
St.Lucic ....... 11,594,151 923 1,155
Santa R sa ..... 8,852,709 786 942
Sarasota ....... 19,359,840 850 1,036
Seminole........ 20,463,301 877 991
Sumter ........ 3,229,219 773 959
Suwannee ...... 3,853,383 771 989
Taylor ......... 3,342,551 773 936
Union ......... 1,217,572 767 937
Volusia ........ 29,193,044 836 966
Wakulla........ 1,675,353 789 994,
Walton ........ 3,683,475 809 980
Washington ..... 2,983,599 743 1,013

Total ....... $1,343,246,918
105
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TABLEV

IFULL STATE ASSUMPTiON O¥ COSTS I'OR
TRANSPORTATION: COUNTY-BY-COUNTY

i (Asof 1970-71)
State
Transportation
Dollars

Alachua ... o ..., S 510,627
BaKer ..o e, 72,649
Bay ., 275.166
Bradtord ... ... ... 112,578 .
Brevard ... ... 1.065.188
Broward .. ... ... . .. 1422461
Cathoun ..ot e, 64.743
Charlotte . ..ottt e, 114.247
L0011 T T 130,061
L1 231.690
Collier «.on ittt e, 228,209
Columbia .. ... ittt e, 171.155
Dade ... ... 1,945,342
DeSoto . .oee e 49.986
Dixie .. 66,005
Duval ... .. 1461,563
Escambia .. ... ... 1.059.904
Flagler oot 34,645
Franklin. . ..., 24241
Gadsden .. ..ot 190,489
Gilehrist . . .. ... e 49,311
Glades . ... 45,663
Guif e e 72,495
Hamilton .. ... ... ... . i i, 71,206
Hardee .. ..oieo e 121,389
Hendry ..o e 41,113
Hermando.......coeemennnn i, 138,365
Highlands.. ... ... ...... . ... .. ..... 131,953
Hillsborough ........... ... ... ..o oi.... 1,160.774
Holmes . ... ... i ..., 127,166
Indian River.....coiveineennne i, 169,670
Jackson ...l e, 259,101
Jefferson .. ... 103,985
Lafayette . . oot e 42,458
LaKe ..t 238,957
- 425554
I 320,239
Loy e 95,442
Liberty ..o 36,797
Madison ... ... ... ... 135,176
Manatee ... ..o e 339,251
Marion ... . ... 297,886
Martin ..o 174,844
Montoe ...ei e 219,075
L 177,740
OKalooSa .. veee e cee it caeernenn - 454,927
Okeechobee .. oovinennnn i, 78,391
[0+ 172 905,008
Osceola ... e, 93,763
PalmBeach .......... ... ... 751,573
Pasco ... 215,868
Pinellas ... ... o . 1,009,215
Polk .o 678,470
Patnam ... ... . ... .. ..., e 172,839
St.Johns ....... P reeereratactecee e 140,003
St.Lucie ... .. 337,169
Santa ROSA ..o iniiiii ittt eie e, 283,228
Sarasota ... e 356,428
Seminole ... ..., 405,229
1T T 82,347
SUWaNNEe ..., 155,510
Taylor ..o i 118.323
Union ... oo it 53,115
Volusia «ovvetmine it 558,571
Wakulla .. ... ..., 68,266
Walton .... ......coooviiiaiie... ereeeaaas 185,732
Washington .......o.iiiriiiin . 127,723

T $21,508,262




TABLE VI

PROJECTED COST OF STATE ASSUMPTION OF
CAPITAL OUTLAY AND DEBT SERVICE

Debt

Capital
Outlay! Service? CO & DS
Alachua........ S 822,542 S 1,057,659 S 1,880,201
Baker .,....... 134,275 115,807 250,082
Bay ........... 452,501 198,049 650,550
Bradford ... ... . 58,829 156,680 215,509
Brevard ........ 0 2,940,582 2,940,582
Broward ....... 7.925.508 8,761,672 16,687,180
Cathoun ....... 18,955 51,517 70,472
Charlotte ....... 16,188 473374 489,562
Citrus ......... 163,336 126.238 289,574
Clay .......... 521,776 231,503 765,279
Collier . ........ 1,011,796 445,771 1,457,567
Columbia ...... 228,997 88,558 317,555
Dade .......... 17,695,386 3,904,361 21,599.747
DeSoto ........ 341,496 90.474 431,970
Dixie .......... 98,988 72,379 171,367
Duwal ......... 465,163 2,404,622 2.869.785
Escambia....... 1,396,045 497,217 1,893,262
Flagler......... 60,197 10,431 70,628
Franklin ....... 170,120 131,276 301,396
Gadsden ....... 0" 217,492 217,492
Gilchrist ....... 0 26,823 26,823
Glades .. ..b..-. 0 83,733 83,733
Gulf .......... 0 273,551 273,551
Hamilton ....... 29,681 100,054 129,735
Hardee ........ 241,390 102,182 343,572
Hendry ........ 50,593 129,431 180,024
Hefnando ...... 503,877 90,048 593,925
Highlands ...... 48376 472,097 520,473
Hillsborough .... 2,961,886 2,842,443 5,804,329
Holmes ........ 59918 116,445 176,363
Indian River .... 280,615 247,508 528,123
Jackson ........ 144928 50,027 194,955
. Jefferson ....... 49,030 13,482 62,512
Lafayette ...... 8,170 9,012 17,182
Lake .......... 1,359.422 292,710 1,652,132
Lee ........... 1,393,081 585,917 1,978,998
leon .......... 765,233 982,157 1,747,390
Levy .......... 0 100,054 100,054
Liberty ........ 89,700 28,739 118,439
Madison ....... 16,080 18,521 34,601
Manatee ....... 791,353 299,948 1,091,301
Marion ........ 82,029 284,230 366,259
Martin ......... 753,517 173,071 926,588
Monroe ........ 149,735 212235 362,970
Nassau ......... 50,229 13t 39 188,388
Okaloosa . ...... 2,268,105 784,5-5 3,056,471
Okecchobee .... 339,390 121,342 461,232
Orange ........ 1,821,214 2,050,744 3,871,958
Osccola .. ...... 277422 . 147,384 424,806
Palm Beach ..... 4,967,745 2,392,133 7,359,878
Pasco.......... 1,863,936 225,937 2,089,873
Pincllas ........ 2,731,004 1,278,273 4,009,277
Polk .2........ 3,185,871 603,515 3,789,386
Putnam ........ 376,055 69,470 445,525
St.Johns....... 120,678 201,597 322,275
St. Lucie ....... 1,403,241 192,756 1,595,997
SantaRosa ..... 195,435 271,019 472,514
Sarasota ....... 251,589 1,092,216 1,343,805
Seminole . ...... 289,009 677,952 966,961 .
Sumter ........ 141,923 10,289 152,212
Suwannee ...... 22,833 135,959 158,792
Taylor ......... 26,635 118,787 145,422
Union ......... 0 71,031 71,031
Volusia ........ 1,509,718 645,878 2,155,596
Wakulla ........ 48,801 75,927 124,728
Walton ........ 94,009 133,618 227,627
Washington . .... 0 21,714 21,714
Total ....... $63,352,054 $40,987,207  $104,339,261
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I'These amounts arc the annual cost to the state to service bonds
that would be issued to finanee total estimated needs by 1976-77 of
$892,776,541, including construction cost, legal and administration,
architect’s=Tees, furniture, site acquisition, and sitec improvement.
Assumes level debt service plan with 25-year bonds at S percent
interest. Actual allocations to districts would be on a project basis
and would be much larger than these amounts.

2These amounts would be the annual cost to the state if all
existing bonded indcbtedness of districts ($577,610,018 in
1970-71) were refinanced with 5 percent, 25-year bonds. In actual
practice, existing indebtedness carrying lower interest rates would
not be refinanced. The substantial reduction of $20.8 million from
present debt service payments comes not so much from the reduc-
tion in interest rates as from stretching out all payments of principal
and interest for 25 years, whereas some local issues will now be paid
off in less time than that.
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SECTION II
THE PRESENT MINIMUM FOUNDATION PROGRAM:
ANALYSIS AND REVISIONS




THE MFP AND THE SERRANO CRITERION

In analyzing the present system of school finance
in Florida, the major issue is whether the system meets
the Serrano or Rodriguez criterion. This criterion
requires that the amount of money spent on a pupil
should not depend upon the wealth of the community
in which he lives. In other states, the method of analysis
typicaily has beento plot expenditures per pupil against
school district property tax wealth per pupil. The
resulting plot shows dots rather closely clustered along
a line running upward to the right. This pattern demon-
strates that, in most cases, districts of low" property
tax wealth per pupil spend small amounts per pupil,
and vice versa. In a state with a system of school
finance that meetsthe Serrano criterion, the dots would
not be clustered along such a line, but would be spread
around the graph in a random fashion.

We have plotted state and local expenditures per
ADA against district wealth per ADA expressed as
assessed valuation per ADA (Figure 1) and equalized
valuation per ADA (Figure 2).! The resulting pattern
of dots is essentially random, and it would be difficult
to use these data to support a Serrano-type suit in
Florida. Moreover, we used the most recent data avail-
able (for 1970-71), when the unequalized local tax lee-
way was six mills. In 1973-74 the unequalized local
leeway will be only three mills. Consequently, these
graphs undoubtedly understate the degree of equaliza-
tion in the MFP as it currently exists, and as it will
be in 1973-74.

But it is insufficient simply to look at all of the dis-
tricts in this fashion. The apparent random distribution
of the dots for all of the 67 districts in the state could

1We have used only state and local expenditures per ADA because
federal money is intended to be separate and supplementary, and
has never been at issue in the Serrano-type suits. Ali of the data
are for 1970-71; the equalizcd valuation is based on the Auditor
General’s ratio of the 1971 roll. The figures and tables are at the
end of this section.

mask inequities when the districts are separated into
smaller groupings. For this reason, we have
categorized the districts in a six-way classification
based on wealth, population density, and presence of
a truly urban area. The six categories are Poor Rural,
Rich Rural, Poor Urbanized Rural, Rich Urbanized
Rural, Poor Urban, and Rich Urban. The basis for
the categorization, and the specific counties in each
category, are described in Attachment A. Like all clas-

sifications, this one is imperfect, and it is possible to

argue about the classification of individual districts.
We feel, however, that the classification best suits our
purposes and have used it frequently throughout this
report.

The first set of data for which these groups of districts
have been analyzed is a group of socioeconomic
indicators. The results are shown in Table I at the
end of this section.

The indicators point to the poor rural districts-as
being substantially different. They alone have had prac-
tically no population growth in the 1960-70 decade.
They have a considerably higher percentage of blacks
in the population than the other groups, including the
rich rural districts. The percentage of crime in the
juvenile population is one-third to one-fourth what it
is in other groups (although this could represent differ-
ences in reporting of crime statistics). The percentage
of children on assistance is substantially greater.

The second set of data deals with school process
and output. The results are shown in Table I1.*

Pupil-teacher ratios are lower in the rural districts
than in the urban areas, reflecting the existence of small
schools. But the ratio of teachers to support staff favors
the more urban districts. The.rich urban districts have
proportionately three times the support staff of the
poor rural districts. This also tends to reflect the

*Tables are at the end of the section.
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existence of small schr ols, where it is often not feasi-
ble tu l1ave libraians, counselors, etc. A subsequent
section stresses that poor rural districts have bene-
fitted more than any other group from the state sup-
port of special programs for kindergarten, exceptional
children, vocational education, and adult education.

Rural districts pay teachers less than other districts,
and rich urban districts pay teachers substantially
more. Rich urbanized rural and rich urbar districts
have a substantially higher percentage of teachers of
Rank II and higher. Not surprisingly, poor rural dis-
tricts have the highest percentage of teachers resigning,
and rich cural districts have the lowest percentage.
But this masks the fact that poor rural districts tend
to have a high percentage of their teachers near the
top of the state salary schedule (sec the section below
that discusses the MFP salary allocations). It appears
that poor rural districts have two groups of teachers:
those who have lived there all their lives and have
been in the school system many years, and those who
begin their teaching careers there but quit in a year
or two to take a teaching job in a more urban area.

Verbal and quantitative scores are about what would
be expected given the socioeconomic status of the
groups of districts. As a matter of fact, multivariate
analysis by the Bureau of Research of the Department
of Education shows that a high percentage of the varia-
tion in test scores can be predicted by knowledge of
the socioeconomic status of the students, without
knowing anything about what goes on in the school.
This finding supports the findings of many other studies
throughout the naticn, the best known of which is the
Coleman Report.

Table I1I shows the third set of data, dealing with
district revenues and expenditures. These data contain
some interesting findings. An important line to look
atis ‘‘State and local current revenue (excluding MFP
transportation).”” This line indicates that there may
be some basis for a Serrano-type suit. Not only do
the rural districts have more statc and local money
to spend per ADA than do the urban and urbanized
rural districts, but the rich districts have from $48 to
$100 per ADA more to sperd than do poor rural dis-
tricts; rich urbanized rural districts have $84 more to
spend than do poor urbanized rural districts; and rich
urban districts have $100 more to spend than do poor
urban districts. There are only three reasons that these
differences might not be invidious. One is that there
are differences in the cost of providing the same quality
of education in the different districts. The second is
that there are real differences in educational needs that
correspond to these differences in revenue. The third
is that some of the needs are being taken care of in
other ways. Let us examine each of these separately:

112

I. There are differences in the cost of providing the
same quality of education. It is clear that it costs more
to provide education in small rural schools, and the
MFP formula allows for this. But by comparing rich
rural with poor rural, rich urban with poor urban, etc.,
we have, in effect, set this factor aside. It is also clear
that there are large differences in the cost of providing
transportation among districts, but we have eliminated
this from- our calculations. There is an important
remaining difference, a difference’in the cost of living
among districts. We know that these exist, although
the precise figures coming from the Department of
Administmtion study have not yet been released. It
is possible that rich districts consistently have a higher
cost of living than do poor districts, although it seems
doubtful that they average out to more than a 10%
difference. To the extent that this type of difference
in cost of living exists, it is interesting that the present
MFP appears (quite coincidentally) to take this into
account.

2. There are real differences in educational need that
correspond to the differences in revenue. There may
be differences in educational need among districts (that
is, differences in the need for exceptional child pro-
grams, in the need for compensatory education pro-
grams, inthe need forvocational programs, kindergarten
programs, and adult education programs). But it is dif-
ficult to believe that the greater needs would consis-
tently be-in the richer districts. Common sense and
research would indicate that the reverse is more likely
to be the case.

3. Some of the needs are being taken care of in other
ways. To a limited extent this is so. Particularly in
the poor urban districts, responsibility for vocational
education has been given mainly to the community
colleges.! Consequently, revenue and expenditure for
the community colleges are not included in the school
districtaccounts. However, an analysis of MFP alloca-
tions (which will be more thoroughly discussed later)
demonstrates that difference in number of vocational
instruction units can explain only a small portion of
the differences that exist. For example, poor rural dis-
tricts get $6 per ADA more than the state average
asaresult of differences in vocational units; poor urban
districts get $4 less. These are the extremes.

The conclusion from this is that there are dis-

crepancies between rich and poor districts that may____

not be completely explained by differences in needs,
and that these are of some consequence. A difference
of $100 per ADA between poor urban and rich urban

'Attachment B describes briefly the organization of vocational
education, in addition to comparing vocational service between poor
urban and rich urban districts.
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districts is equivalent to a difference of about $2000
per instruction unit, or about $2400 per classroom
teacher.

To this point the discussion has focused on fiscal
discrepancies between poor and rich districts. But
there are other ways of looking at the data. It is quite
interesting that the poor rural districts, which emerge
from the other data as having the lowest ranking on
most measures of -so.ioeconomic status and
“educational need,” spend more per ADA on current
expenditures than any other group of districts. We
applaud the fact that rural districts are not the lowest
spenders in the state, as they are in most states. On
the other hand, we are seriously concerned with the
plight of the poor urban districts. They spend less per
ADA than any other group of districts, and it is doubt-
ful that their needs are really less. In addition, they
spend far less per pupil for capital outlay and debt
service than do other districts. There are several
reasons for this: gross inadequacy of the MFP capital
outlay allowance, inability to pass local bond elections,
and the fact that Racing Commission money cannot
help much in populous counties although it is of sub-
stantial benefit in rural counties.

The same comments apply withonly slightly less force
to the poor urbanized rural districts.

THE SALARY PORTION OF THE MFP

According to Dr. R. L. Johns, the salary portion
of the MFP was originally intended to encourage dis-
tricts to hire better qualified teachers. This type of
incentive is most effective when the state salary
schedule is similar in level of payments to the district
salary schedules: When the district salary schedule is
substantially higher than the state salary schedule, the
local district must finance most of the burden of hiring
teachers with more experience and training. In prac-
tice, this has meant that rural districts, with lower sal-
ary schedules, have profited most. A higher portion
of their total salary costs is covered by the state aid.

In addition, the saiary portion of the MFP benefits
“rich”’ districts (those with high assessed value per
student) more than ‘‘poor” districts. Each district
levies a local property tax, a portion of which is
required for participation in the MFP and is fully
equalized by the state. The remainder of its tax is *‘local
leeway,” and is unequalized. The local leeway only
a few years ago was seven mills, although it is now
four mills and will be three mills next year. With this
local leeway tax a rich district could raise more money
per pupil than a poor district, and with this additional
money it could hire teachers with more training and
experience. In turn, the ability to hire such teachers
brought more money from the state through the MFP

salary portion that is designed to provide-more state
aid for more experienced and better trained teachers.

In an attempt to see how these two phenomena,
one favoring rural districts and the other favoring rich
districts, interacted, we did an analysis, categorizing
districts into the six classifications previously Jis-
cussed.! The results were as follows:

MFP SALARY ALLOCATIONS
Per
District Classification Per ADA Instruction Unit®
Poor rural $3.37 $69.42
Poor urbanized rural —4.84 -99.70
Poor urban —1.91 -39.35
Rich rural -7.08 —145.85
Rich urbanized rural -0.27 -5.56
Rich urban 2.32 47.79

It is apparent from this table that there are differ-
ences in the amount.of MFP money going to different
groups of districts as a result of the salary allocations.
But these differences are not ‘as large as might be
imagined. In addition, those who might be expected
to .enefit most from the combined effect of a program
that favors rural districts and rich districts are the rich
rural districts. Yet these are exactly the districts .that
benefit least. There are clearly other factors operating
to produce this result. One ot them appears to be the
fact that rich rural districts have a hard time keeping
teachers. Beginning teachers tend to stay in these dis-
tricts only until they can find a job in a2 more urbanized
county. Teachers in poor rural counties, however, tend
to be local people who have no intention of leaving
their home community. They automatically rise to the
top of the salary schedule thereby attracting more MFP
salary money.

On balance, we cannot condemn the salary portion
of the MFP on the basis of grossly inequitable distribu-
tions of money. We must therefore look at the pros
and cons of retaining such a method of allocation.
According to Dr. R. L. Johns, who devised the MFP,
there were two major reasons for the salary allocation:

1. There was a fear at that time (1947) that if the
state did not mandate minimum salaries, some of
the districts in Florida would hire the cheapest
teachers possible, teachers who were untrained and
did not have sufficient educational background in
education or in substantive areas. The state salary
schedule was put in as a floor to guarantee that
the districts in Florida did not fall below some kind

The complete analysis, together with a description of the
methodology used, is available from the authors.

2Based on an assumption of 20.6 ADA per Instruction Unit, the
statewide average. (In 1970-71 there were 1,333,414 ADA, K-12,
and 64,717 Instructional Units.)
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of minimum in hiring teachers in terms of their
educational credentials.

2. Insome Floridacounties there was a fear that there
would be some discrimination against black
teachers’ salaries as compared with white teachers’
salaries if there was not a uniform state salary
schedule which discouraged this.

In addition to these two reasons, it is clear that such
a way of allocating state money rewards the taking
of additional college credits, which may be related to
better performance on the job.

Finally, the state salary schedule rewards
experience, which also may be related to better perfor-
mance.

It seems to us that the first two reasons are pretty
outdated.. Discrimination against blacks presumably
would be taken care of by the federal Civil Rights
Act. The fear that local educational agencies. would
hire inexperienced, low-priced teachers who were
below some minimum standard may have been true
25 years ago, but state certification standards have
obviated this. We feel that these two rationales are
no longer important, and Dr. Johns was inclined to
agree with us.

The third and fourth reasons in favor of the salary
schedule could as easily be reasons against it. There
is no substantial research indicating that additional col-
lege courses make a person a better teacher. Experi-
ence seems to improve teaching performance for a few
years, after which there is little additional improve-
ment. The state salary schedule, then, may be reward-
ing things that are unimportant to teaching perfor-
mance, and is thus dysfunctional.

Another problem is that the schedule’s incentive for
further college courses encourages teachers to take
more college courses and discourages attempts to use
teacher centers or in-service efforts which are not
related to college credit. In addition, it distorts the
state’s priorities for the development of higher
education. The state must provide enormous facilities
for teacher education and teacher in-service programs
at the higher education level because teachers need
the courses to get higher on the salary schedule. The
teachers need the courses to get more money even
though the courses may or may not be related to effec-
tive performance.

Finally, the state salary schedule as a basis for dis-
tributing money makes the MFP enormously com-
plicated. Not only is it difficult to understand, but the
computations necessary to make the allocations are
long and involved. Districts find it much more difficult
to estimate the amount of their MFP allocation than
if the salary schedule did not exist.

On balance, then, we believe the salary schedule
portion of the MFP no longer serves a useful purpose
and should be eliminated.

THE INSTRUCTION UNIT .

The instruction unit has been a part of Florida school
finance for many years, and we offer criticisms of it
with some trepidation. But there are important defects
inthe MFP that are caused or intensified by the instruc-
tior unit concept.

The instruction unit tends to freeze the thinking of 1
people about how education should be organized: In
our intradistrict survey of all 67 districts we found that
students are frequently assigned on the basis of 27
students to a classroom.! The concept of a teacher
and her students in a self-contained classroom as the
basic instruction unit may have had validity some years
ago. Now the use of this unit, however, inhik...
experimentation with alternative instructional modes,
such as team teaching, use of paraprofessionals, and
teaching in large or small groups according to the sub-
Ject.

A second problem is the amount of money for *‘other
currentexpense’’ associated with eachinstruction unit.
It may be reasonable to find an average allowance
for other current expense for the instruction units
which actually represent teachers in classrooms. This
allowance for other current expense, however, may
be a gross underallowance or overallowance for units
representing librarians, principals, -or other non-
teaching personnel.

Third, the method of computing instruction units
encourages double counting not only in the vocational
program, but also in the exceptional child program.
The exceptional child program illustrates this issue
well.

Exceptional child programs in which the children
are full time are given an instruction unit for each
teacher employed, with the provision that the ‘teacher
must have a number of pupils between the minimum
and the maximum allowed in the MFP for that kind
of exceptionality. These children are not counted in
the basic ADA of the district.

Programs in which the children are part time involve
double counting. The children are first counted in basic
ADA and then exceptional child units are generated
in addition. The net result is some imputed weightings
that are quite surprising. Take as an example the Educ-
able Mentally Retarded program. Statewide in 1971-72
there were 1348 teachers teaching 17,041 pupils full
time. This comes to an average -of 12.6 pupils per

iSee Section VI, The School-Centered Organization of
Instruction.




teacher. Since the basic program allows 27 pupils per
teacher, the imputed weighting of ADA for full-time
EMR classesis 27 + 12.6 = 2.14. This compares very
favorably with the NEFP finding that EMR exemplary
programs cost 1.87 times basic elementary program
cost. ’

But in the part-time EMR programs, the weighting
is greatly magnified. In 1971-72 there were 349‘teachers
teaching 7124 EMR pupils in part-time classes. This
is an average of 20.4 students per teacher. But the
average part-time EMR pupil is in the EMR class only
two hours a day, or 10 hours a week. Thus, the part-
time EMR teacher has 20.4 X 10 = 204 pupil contact
hours per week. A teacher of normal children would
have 27 children for 30 hours per week, or 810 contact

hours. Then the -imputed weighting of the part-time
EMR student is 810 + 204 = 3.97. But, in addition,
this student is also counted once in the basic ADA.
The result is that his imputed total weighting is really
4.97! In other words, it is more than twice as profitable
financially to-have a part-time EMR class as to have
a full-time one. But it is extremely doubtful that the
part-time programs are significantly better than the full-
time ones. There is actually a teacher hired for each
special JU approved, so the MFP salary money is
spent for the intended purpose. But the other current
expense (OCE) money may be siphoned off to the
regular school program.

Doing the same kind of arithmetic on the other
exceptional child programs we get the following:

FULL-TIME
* * Pupils/ Imputed
Teachers Pupils Teacher Weight NEFP Weight
EMR 1348 17,041 12.6 2.14 1.87
Emotionally Dist. 109 863 8.0 3.38 2.83
Learning Disab. 94 1,305 13.8 1.96 2.16
Trainable MR 323 3,268 10.1 2.67 2.10
Gifted 44 690 15.7 1.72 —
Vision 18 138 7.7 3.51 2.97
Deaf 102 745 7.3 3.70 - 2.99
-Phys. Hand. 79 829 14.9 1.81* 3.64
Speech — — — —_ 1.18
Socially Malad. 25 470 18.8 1.43 —

*Comparatively low weight is duc to prevalence of single floor schools in Florida, and weather which allows considerable out-

side activity.

With the exception of the categories of Learning
Disabilities and Physically Handicapped, the imputed
weightings of full-time exceptional children under the
MFP formula are better then the NEFP weightings
which were derived for exemplary programs.

The imputed weightings for part-time programs can
only be derived for those where the Department of
Education can make an accurate estimate of the hours
per week the average child spends in the program,
as follows:

PART-TIME
Avg. Hrs/ pupil con-  Imputed Weight
Teacher  Pupils wk. per tact hrs/ Spec.
pupil teacher Prog. +- Basic = Total
EMR 349 7,124 10 204 3.97 4 1.00 = 4.97
Emot. Dist. 74 2,802 5 189 4.28 4 1.00 = 5.28
Learning Disab. 223 5,833 5 131 2.06 4 1.00 = 3.06
Speech 439 42,058 2 192 422 4 1.00 = 5.22

To add a further note on how to finance a regular
program with exceptional child money, we have the
following: the 1271 IU’s for part-time exceptional child
programs also generated 1271 =8 = 159 special
teacher services (STS) units. These special teacher
service units should have been used for the exceptional
child program, since STS units for these part-time stu-
dents were alloted for their regular needs when they
were counted in the basic ADA. But none of these
159 ST'S units were used in this way. Instead, 208
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supervisors and 97 special services personnel are being
paid for by exceptional child instruction units, not STS
units. They apparently manage to do this bygenerating
IU’s based on the minimum allowable” teacher load
for a program. They then put more students than this
in a classroom and use the surplus IU’s to hire super-
visors. The STS units generated by the exceptional
child IU’s are then used to hire special teaching person-
nel who service the regular programs.




In vocational education a similar phenomenon of
double counting exists. Although full-time vocational
students and part-time students who do not attend the
regular program are counted only once, students who
attend vocational education part of the day and the
regular program part of the day are counted as ADA
in both places. Since an ADA pupil accounting does
not make a distinction between part-time and full-time
attendance, in effect, a part-time student is counted
as full-time in both the regular program and the voca-
tional program. Consequently, instruction units are
awarded on the implicit basis of full-time attendance
in both programs.

The present MFP provisions for the vocational
education not located in area vocational-technical cen-
ters award an instruction unit for each qualified full-
time teacher employed to instruct vocational education
(providing that a miaimum of 1/2 the required ADA
in the basic program to earn aninstruction unitattended
the vocational class). In most cases, this amounted
toa minimum of 13.5 ADA, or27 divided by 2. Assum-
ing a minimum class size this was an effective weight
of 2.0 for vocational education plus a weight of 1.0
for the regular program, or an implied weightingof

-3.0.

One recognized problem with the funding process
described above was that instruction units were gener-
ated without regard to the cost of vocational courses
offered. For example, 13.5 ADA in a general business
course, a comparatively low-cost vocational course,
earned one instruction unit. This was the same as
13.5 ADA in a dental assisting course, acomparatively
high-costcourse. As a result districts were not encour-
aged to offer higher cost vocational courses. The
Legislature has acted to encourage districts to offer
vocational programs consistent with their needs (as
determined from labor supply and demand studies and
student needs) rather than on the basis of least cost.
The Legislature required the State Board of Education
to “‘classify all vocational courses into cost categories
for the purpose of determining instruction units.” In
other words, the funding system for vocational educa-
tion must explicitly consider the variable costs of voca-
tional courses.?

In 1972-73 instruction units for area vocational-
technical centers (primarily post-secondary and adult
students) were generated on this basis, and in 1973-74
instruction units for all other county-based vocational
education (mainly high schools) will be generated on
this basis. Thus, state funding of vocational educa-
tion is in the process of moving to a system

1See Attachment C for an explanation of this variable cost funding
process.
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waich explicitly considers lifferences in vocational
course operating costs.? We support this change.

A key aspect of the variable cost funding of voca-
tional education is the move to full-time-equivalent
(FTE) enrollment accounting whereby an FTE is
defined as 810 student hours of attendance. In other
words, part-time vocational education students are
counted as a proportion of an FTE and funded accord-
ingly.

However, double counting still exists because part-
time vocational students also are counted as an ADA
in basic programs. Educators justified this double
counting as part of the MFP philosophy whereby spe-
cial programs (such as vocational education) were to
be provided in addition to the basic program. On the
other hand, legislators saw the increased offering of
vocational education as a shifting of priorities which
should be accompanied by a reassignment of resources.
Legislative feeling was that students-could only be
at one place at a time—either in the basic program
orin the vocational education program. If more students
attend vocational education, then fewer students must
be attending the basic program.

With the im plementation of the variable cost funding
for vocational education, the argument for double
counting as a means of generating additional funds
became invalid. Therefore, the Legislature mandated
its viewpoint by requiring in 1973-74 that ‘‘the
attendance of students may not be counted more than
once in determining instruciion units.””?

In sum, the instruc it system has been sub-
verted in unintended . The original weightings
of pupils in expensive programs have been grossly dis-
torted. This distortion has resulted from the additional
weightings from double counting in the part-time pro-
grams, and by the diversion of STS units earned in
the exceptional child program to the regular program.
The result is expenditures on some special programs
that are far out of line with practices in other states,
or with the recommendations of the National Educa-
tional Finance Project.

PUPIL ACCOUNTING

All of these problems with the instruction unit lead
us to suggest strongly its abandonment or substantial
modification. We favor the system of weighted pupils
which has been put forth by the NEFP. The use of

2The variable cost funding process considers operating costs only.
It does not account for differences in capital outlay for facilities.

3In 1971-72 the Legislature made a first step in this direction
by requiring that 1/2 the instruction units generated for useful home
economics vocational education be subtracted from the basic ADA
instructional units.




such wcightings does not confine educational thinking
to the traditional classroom with 27 students. And
because the weights for the special programs are
explicit and are the only ones that are used, it will
be clear how much emphasis is being given to these
_programs.

We recomniend that the system of accounting for
pupils in all prcgrams be the FTE concept. or each
program, the I'TE would be the number of students
enrolled in th% program times the ratio of the number
of hours per week the student attends that program
to the number of hours per week a full-time student
at that grade level normally attends school. This sys-
tem of pupil accounting eliminates all double counting
in one stroke.

After the FTE'’s are counted for all programs in this
way, they are then weighted by the appropriate mul-
tiplier for each program. If it seems desirable to pre-
serve the instruction unit, we would recommend that
the weighted FTE thus derived be divided by 27 to
get the number of instruction units for the district.
These instruction units would not be tied to teachers,
however. Consequently, there would be no require-
ment that a teacher be hired for each instruction unit.
There would be no state salary schedule on which
teachers would be placed. And there would be no
separately alloted STS or supervisory units.

An example of how these calculations might work
out is shown below. Assuse a district with a total
of 10,250 students. Five hundred of them are kinder-
garten students attending half-day. Each kindergarten
student is counted as .5 FTE. Two hundred attend
an Educable Mentally Rtarded (EMR) program one-
half day and the basic program one-half time.

Instruction Units-
FTE (Weighted
Program FTE Weight Weighted FT1 + 27)

Kindergarten 250" 1.30 325 12.04
EMR 1002 2.14 214 7.93
Basic 9400° 2.00 9400 348.15
Total 9750 9,939 368.12

500 students times .5 equals 250 FTE.

2200 students times .5 equals 100 FTE.

39300 students in basic program. plus 200 EMR students times .5
(EMR students are onc-half time in basic program) equals 9400
FTE.

Computation of FTE student enrollment in this way
could be made during one week in the fall and one
week in the spring thereby simplifying attendance
accounting. The total FTE of the various programs
operated by the district must be equal to the total full-
time-equivalent enrollment of the district. Not only
would this relieve schools of the necessity of state-
mandated attendance accounting, but it would
eliminate the problem that would occur if the account-
ing were done in a week when attendance was low
because of storm, epidemic. or whatever.

We do not have any special wisdom regarding how
much weight should be given to any particular program.
The NEFP weights are based on a very small sample
of “‘exemplary’’ programs. The cost data were a by-
product of the study of early childhood and elementary
education done by William P. McClure for the NEFP.
But within the money and time available to us it would
be impossible to do a cost study of our own. It is
necessary for us to recommend some weights, though,
in order that we may cost out our total recommenda-
tions. We have chosen to do so on a common-sense
basis taking into account the present imputed Florida

Florida Our

Full- Part- Recom-

Program Time Time NEFP Calit. R.I Minn. N.J. mendation
Grades 1-6 ........ 1.00 —_— 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Grades 7=9 .overecrcriesersen s 1.00 - 1.20 1.15 1.30 1.00
Grades 10-12 ........ 1.00 - 1.40 1.20 1.30 1.00
Kdgn ..o 1.08 1.3> 1.30 1.00 1.60 1.30
EMR ........ 2.14 4.97 1.87 2.10 2.10 2.14
0 3 S 2.67 —_ 2.10 3.10 3.60 2.67
Ph. Hand. . 1.81 3.64 3.40 '3.20 1.81
N T | A —_ 522 1.18 4.30 4.30
Deaf ..... 3.70 2.99 4.40 -3.70
Visual e 3.51 2.97 4.40 3.51
Emotional ............ .- 338 5.28 2.83 3.38
Sp. Lrn. Dist. .... [ 1.96 3.06 2.16 4.30 1.96
Gifted . 172 1.14 1.72
Vocational .......ccoceeeeerversoneerersessseese s e enanas 1.61 1.80 1.80 1.61
COMPENSALOTY .....ouecverrerereresesssssesesesesesesesesassens 1.00 2.06 1.50 1.75 1.50
Adult . 180 1.80 1.20
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weights, the NEFP recommendations, and the weights
used in sore other states for which we were able to
get data. The information is shown below.

We are not recommending a higher weighting for
grades 7-9 or 10-12 in the regular program as is done
in some states. Florida does not have this kind of
weighting now, and we feel it would be a step backward
to recommend it. There is too little known about the
level at which we should be spending the most money.
In addition, such weightings would make little dif-
ference, because -t of Florida’s districts contain all
twelve grades, ana the percentage of the total student
body at each of the levels is relatively constant across
districts.

The weighting of 1.30 for kindergarten may seem
high, when itis realized that most kindergarten children
attend oanly a half day. But this illustrates the kind
of FTE computation we are recommending. A group
of 20 child *n attending kindergarten half a day for
a full year - .uld count as 10 FTE. This would be
weighted by the factor of 1.3 to give 13 weighted FTE.

Most of the weights for the exceptional child program
are based on the present weights for full-time excep-
tional child programs in Florida. The exceptionally
heavy weights now used in part-time programs would
be reduced to full-time level.

With all of this explanation, it must be said that
the weights we suggest are somewhat arbitrary. We
consider the precise weights a non-critical part of our
recommendations and would be willing to go along
with any reasonable weights. We recommend that the
Department of Education and other researchers
embark upon a cost-effectiveness analysis to help
determine the best weights for future use. (See J. Alan
Thomas, The Productive School, for suggestinns on
use of cost-effectiveness analysis for such purpose.)

We stress that while districts should be free to spend
the MFP money they earn from their weighted FTE
pretty much in the ways they determine, a district can
only earn weighted FTE for a special program by hav-
ing the students actually enrolled in such a program
meeting state standards.

CAPITAL OUTLAY AND THE MFP

The matter of capital outlay is discussed at some
length in a later section of this report. We wish here
merely to indicate the tie between the inadequate state
allocations for capital outlay and the MFP allocations
for the operating budget. !

Over the yecrs, the state allowance for capital outlay
has been particularly inadequate for some districts.
These districts have compensated by ‘‘robbing”
money from the operating budget, or by passing local
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bond authorizations. Where-districts have been unwill-
ing toask for bond authorizations, or where the voters
have refused topass them, a cumulative deficit of class-
room ipace resulted. :

The cumulative deficit has had an undesirable effect
on total MFP money. A district that has classroom
space available can institute a kindergarten, excep-
tional child, adult, or vocational education program.
Because of the fact that required local effort does not
increase at all when these additional special units are
acquired, these programs are, in effect, fully funded
by the stite. In many cases, the amount of money
that a district gets for one of these special programs
may be more than it costs to operate the program.
The excess can be drained offinto the regular program.
Thus, a district that can manage somehow to provide
classroom space for a special program can then make
itself eligible for continuing operating expense aid from
the state. A district that is not able to find such class-
room space must forego offering the special programs
and the state aid that goes with them.

DIFFERENCES IN STATE ALLOCATIONS FOR
SPECIAL PROGRAMS

In order to determine the differences among districts
in state allocation for special programs, we undertook
an analysis of the MFP salary allocations.? The
analysis is by districts grouped into our six-way clas-
sification. Conceptually, the amount of MFP salary
money received per ADA by a district could be higher
than the state average for three reasons:

1. Thedistrict could have a higher required local effort
because of having a higher assessed valuation per
ADA.

2. It could hire teachers more highly placed on the
state salary schedule than the average.

3. It could be entitled to more instruction units per
ADA than the average.

We did an econometric analysis that broke differ-
encesin MFP salary money per ADA into the portions
attributable to these three reasons. Within the third
category, we looked separately at differences in alloca-
tions attributable to differences in basic units, kinder-
garten units, exceptional child units, vocational educa-
tion units, adult units, and ratio units. The results are
shown in Table IV. There is a striking difference here
between the poor rural districts and the poor urban
districts. The poor rural districts receive $5.28 more
than the state average per ADA in MFP salary money
as a result of having more Kindergarten pupils; they

2The detailed analysis, including the methodology used, is avail-
able from the authors.




receive $1.35 more because of having more exceptional
child pupils, $5.99 more as a result of more vocational
education pupils, and $1.15 more because of having
more adult education pupils, The total for these four

sons alone is $13.77 per ADA, or about $372.00

r classroom. On the othei hand, poor urban disiricts
received $3.82 less than the state average because of
having fewer kindergarten pupils, $0.28 less because
of fewef exceptional child pupils, $4.48 less because
of fewer vocational education pupils, and $.98 less
because of having fewer adult education pupils. The

total for these four is $9.56 per ADA, or about $258.00-

per classroom. The difference between poor rural and
poor urban districts is around $620.00 per classroom.

THE COMPLEXITY OF THE MFP

The MFP, as originally conceived, was relatively
simple and understandable. Over the years, piecemeal
changes and additions have been made. Each change
was designed to take care of a problem affecting some
districts. The overall impact of these changes has never
been adequately examined. The whole system of state
school finance has gotten so complicated that only a
handful of people in the state currently understand it.
Each year another fix-up job incrcases the complexity.
This is not unusual; it happens in every state. It is
time to make major changes and simplifications-in the

-program of Florida school finance by sweeping away

most of the undertrush that has grown up over the
years. We realize that the underbrush will start to grow
again, and in ten or fifteen years it will again be neces-
sary to simplify the program.

In 1970-71, districts received state money from a
variety of different pockets. The categories shown in
the Commissioner’s Report are:

Operating funds
MPFP instructional salaries
MFP transportation
MFP other current expense
MFP education improvement expense
MPFP recalculation
MFP no loss guarantee
Racing Commission
State free textbooks
Ad valorem tax equalization
State forest funds
Driver education program
State boat license tax
State mobile home tax
Retirement matching
Exceptional child funds
School foed supplement
Other state sources

Debt Service Funds
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‘Withheld for SBE bonds
Cost of issuing SBE bonds
Racing Commission
SBE bond reserve fund
Capital outlay and debt service disiributed to
countics.
Capital improvement fuads
Capital outlay and debt service distiibuted to Jis-
tricts
Driver education program
School construction fund
Interest on undistributed CO & DS funds
Exceptional child facilities fund
Other state sources

Each of these categories involves distribution requiring
complicated calculations and having differential

-impacts on districts. We believe the whole system

should be greatly simplified, with most of the separate
allocations being eliminated. We would se¢ the alloca-
tion categories looking something like._this:

Operating funds
MFP general operating money
MFF compensatory education money (initially
earmarked funds, but to be merged into the
general operating money after a few years)
MFP transportation money
Debt service funds
State payment of principal and interest on district
bonds
Capital outlay funds
State allocation for specific capital outlay projects

SUMMARY

Our findings, then, are:

1. The present system of state school finance con-
forms better to the Serrano criterion than that of
most states, but may be unfair to some groups
of districts in operating funds and to most in cagital
outlay funds.

2. The salary portion of the MFP is needlessly com-
plicated and no longer servesa necessary function.

3. The instruction unit and the method of computing
it have contributed to rigidities in school
organization, double counting, and excessive
weighting in exceptional child programs.

4. Insufficient classroom space, partly caused by
inadequacy of the capital outlay portion of the
MFP, has led to inadequate provision of needed
programs in some districts.

5. The MFP, and the other state programs for fund-
ing elementary and secondary education have
become unnecessarily complicatea-and should be
si; nlified.
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TABLE
SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORE I'OR CATEGORIES OF DISTRICTS

Poor Rich
Urban- Urban-

Poor ized Poor Rich ized Rich
Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural Urban
Percent population change, 1960-1970 ... ..... 11.6% 30.7% 40.9% 44.2% 43.3% 48.8%
Percenturban . . ... ... ... ... ... ... 14.9% 57.6% 87.1% 16.5% 61.1% 93.6%
PereentNegro . . . ... . v it e i i e e 24.6% 17.5% 16.1% 17.6% 15.9% 13.4%
Percent crime in population 6-18 ycarsold ... ... 1.0% 2.7% 4.0% 2.8% 2.8% 3.2%
Percent of children onassistance . . .. .. ...... 11.1% 1.5% 7.6% 8.3% 1.5% 7.2%
Percent 14-17inschool . . .. ... ... .. .. ... 87.2% 90.6% 91.9% 85.9% 86.7% 91.9%

Med. years schoolingofadults . ... ....... .. 96 11.6 12.1 10.7 11.6 12.2
P Percent with income below poverty level . . ... .. 26.3% 17.0% 12.6% 19.8% 16.2% 9.8%

TABLE I

INDICATORS OF SCHOOL PROCESS AND OUTPUT

Poor Rich
Urban- Urban-

Poor ized Poor Rich ized Rich

Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural Urban
Pupilteacherratio . ................ ... 21.8 22.8 24.3 21.7 223 238
Avg.salaryinst.staff . . .. ... ... ... 0. ... $7789 $7760 $8153 $7827 $8364 $9519
Inst. personnel Rank Ifand higher . . . ... ... .. 23.9% 22.3% 23.0% 23.8% 27.5% 31.3%
Ratio teachers tosupportstaff .. ........... 11.3 5.6 6.7 9.6 4.8 38
Ninth grade verbalscore . . .. ............. 26.2 29.2 29.4 27.5 29.4 30.8
Ninth grade quant.score . ............... 24.8 27.3 274 25.6 27.6 28.5
Percent teachersresigning . . ... ........... 21.7% 18.8% 17.1% 18.4% 19.2% 14.2%

Source: Raw data from which tables I and II. were calculated were furnished by Richard Kurth, Bureau of Research, Department of
Education. ‘
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TABLE 111

FINANCIAL MEASURES OF SCHOOL INPUTS

Poor Rich
Urban- - Urban.
Poor ized Poor Rich ized Rich
Revenues . Rural Rural Urban Rural Rural Urban
Federal
ESEAImoney ......oooovivirecnncannnns S 68.57 $ 31.59 $ 20.89 $ 4953 $ 38.16 $ 23.59
PL874money ......covvvrinrnrnnnrnnnnn 4.04 24.55 23.76 1.34 3.69 6.46
Federal money throughstate ................ 57.65 26.18 2641 43.49 34.65 24.89
Other federalmoney ... .............coua... 0.47 1.52 0.35 0.02 0.48 19.17
Total federalmoney .................... 130.74 83.83 71.40 94.37 76.97 74.11
State
MFPsalarymoney ........c..cciviiimnnnnn. 295.75 265.53 256.64 218.15 224.29 229.58
MFP transportationmoney .......co.veenrenn 18.23 11.62 6.76 12.19 8.53 4.28
MEFPothermoney ....ccvevevreerncrnnernes 194.05 178.95 172.23 173.40 _167.49 165.51
Racing Commission money (for current expenses)  65.69 18.75 4.06 51.88 9.40 1.04
Otherstatemoney .......ocvvcvevnnnrnnnns 50.57 48.91 47.23 41.73 39.71 39.78
Totalstate MONEY .. ......oevvncrannrsnn 624.30 523.77 486.92 497.35 449.42 440.19
Local
Localtaxes .. ...ovovecnnnecncnenrrannans 139.39 156.17 183.51 307.95 313.52 328.46
Otherlocalmoney .......coccvcuenrnonnnns 5.34 9.72 12.07 6.06 8.12 11.03
Total Local ......ccooniiiiii i, 144.72 165.89 195.58 314.00 321.64 339.50
State and local current revenue
(excluding MFP transportation) .............. 750.79 678.04 675.44 799.16 762.53 77541
Total state and local current
TEVEMUE ovv oo eermanrsernneacannssennans 769.02 689.66 682.50 811.35 771.06 779.69
Total CUITENt TEVENUES . - v v v v v ee v e vennsnnrnrs 899.76 773.49 753.90 905.72 848.03 853.80
Current expenditure (excluding
transportation expenditure) . ... ...........
Total Current expenditure .. .....ovvennnnnrrnns 849.62 741.11 740.18 833.30 818.24 840.53
Capital expenditure
Capitaloutlay ........covvrniiinnrnnnn. 108.25 144.95 85.38 176.62 201.57 142.87
Debt SeIVICE .o oo cvr v i imie i e 42.71 59.96 40.87 49.75 55.28 51.63
Capital outlay +debtserv. ............. 150.96 204.91 126.24 226.36 256.85 194.49
Bonded indebtedness .................an.. 417.44 566.94 402.65 479.03 610.60 504.30
Assessed valuation ...........ciiiiiieienen 16,003 17,601 20,034 38,678 38,683 39,524
Equalized assessed valuation ................. 20,485 21,053 21,749 48,249 46,896 45,108
ASSESSMENt IAt0 o vvv e rarcarnnrnrnrnnn 73.6% 79.0% 90.5% 79.1% 81.1% 84.2%

Source: Raw data from Which this table was calculated are from the Report of the Commissioner of Education, 1970-71.
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TABLE IV

ANALYSIS OF MFP SALARY ALLOCATIONS

Required
Dif. from Local

Attributable to Differences in

State Avg. Effort Remaining Basic  Kgdn.

Excep. Voc.Ed.  Adult  Ratio  Schedule  Inter-

Group Entitlement Allocation Difference 11U . 11U 1U U U U Placenient  action
Poorrural ............ $52.89 §29.93 §22.96 $6.64 8528 S§1.35 $5.99 Si.15 -81.01 $3.37 $0.2
Poor urbanized rural . ... 21.98 25.52 =354 -0.09 6.26 0.36 -3.39 -134 -048 -4.84 -0.0
Poor urban 8.64 21.17 -1253 -1.01 -=3.82 -0.28 -4.48 -098 -0.12 =191 0.0
Richrural ............ -9.71 -1143 1.72 3.13 047 -1.61 4.67 1.83 0.51 -7.08 ~0.2
Rich urbanized rural.... -7.21 -14.68 747 0.08 1.57 1.40 3.91 ~0.01 0.81 -0.27 -0.0
Richurban ........... -12.71 =14.10 1.39 -0.70 -0.38 -0.51 0.29 047 -0.08 232 -0.0
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SECTION III
FINANCING CAPITAL OUTLAY




Financing Capital Outlay and Debt Service

INTRODUCTION

We believe that the quality of the physical setting
in which 2 child receives his education should not be
a function of the wealth of the school district where
he happens to live. Florida has used a joint state-local
system for financing construction. But the state allot-
ments have been insufficient to keep pace with bur-
geoning local enrollments and obsolescence of facilities.
This is particularly true in fast-growing and poor school
districts. The state mandate to initiate kindergarten
in fall 1973 will only add substantially to the existing
facilities crisis in many counties.

Florida's voters in many school districts have been
unwilling to approve local bond issues. Indeed 28
counties, some poor and some rich, have never passed
a single construction bond issue. (See Appendix A).
In such a situation, the physical facilities of a child’s
education depend primarily on the composition and
values of the voting population in his resident county
and the assessed property value. There does notappear
to be any trend toward increased local willingness to
fund construction. The voters, however, overwhelm-
ingly passed in Navember 1972 a state bond issue pro-
viding an additional statewide bonding capacity of
$197,906,881. This indicates that the voters see school
construction as a state responsibility.

NATURE OF THE PROBLEM

Florida has included capital outlay as part of the
MEFP but has not increased the money sufficiently to
cover a larger percent of the costs. School building
costs constitute the second highest expenditure
category, 12.5%, exceeded only by teachers’ salaries.
The 1972 Legislature raised the construction allocation
from $400 to $600 for each instruction unit allocated
in the 1967-68 MFP, and for ‘“‘growth units’’—those
units in the current year’s MFP which are in excess
of 1967-68 units—the increase will be to $800. The
voters in November 1972 placed these allocations in

L 127

the Constitution so that state bonds can be sold. A
rule of thumb is that $1,500 per pupil is needed for
capital outlay compared to about $29 per pupil in the
MFP. Current Florida contracts average $1,577 per
elementary pupil and $2,249 per secondary pupil (the
range is $960 to $1,803 in elemantary and $2,322 to
$2,982 in secondary). Contracts for special pro-
grams—exceptional children, vocational education,
etc.—are even higher.

The sources of capital outlay funds 1946-1971 are
presented below in Table 1.

TABLE 1
CAPITAL OUTLAY FUNDS 1946-1971

Sources of Funds

Expenditures Percent of Total

State:

Capital Outlay and Debt

Service Funds (MFP) ........ $ 172,470,306 10.3

State Board of Education

Bond Funds (SBE Bonds) ... 265,995,281 159

State School Construction

Funds (no longer exists) ...... 193,624,342 11.6

EIE (no longer exists) ........ 8,324,029 0.5

Other State Funds including

Exceptional Education ........ 31,352,421 19
SUB TOTAL (State) ...... 671,766,379 402

Local:

County Current and District

Funds (non-MFP) ... 440,089,662 26.4

District Number One Bond

Funds (local funds) ........... 452,646,119 27.1
SUB TOTAL (Local) ...... 892,735,781 53.5

Special:

Race Track Funds .eeeenne. 59,674,805 36

Federal: 45,420,629 2.7
X 07 ;N $1,669,597,594 100.0
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The state collects data on needs through periodic
county surveys, but these surveys accept the local dis-
tricts’ criteria for need. Conceivably, there could be
67 different need criteria for 67 counties. In order-to
derive some uniform figures we asked the Bureau of
School Facilities to prepare tables of existing school
facilities and projected capital outlay needs (see
Appendix D at the end of this section). This analysis
separates immediate needs (71-72) from long-term
needs (1967-77). A county like Bay demonstrates that
elementary pupil enrollment will decline so dramati-
cally by 1976-77 that it. would be unwise to build
facilities to meet the current deficiency. Counties that
need more space in 1971 but less space in 1976 are
included in Appendix D. These figures are subtracted
in the totals so the existing need for elementary is
$49.71 million while the 1976-77 elementary need is
$46.63 million. We believe the 1976-77 figures are the
most relevant for planning.!

The next two tables (Tables II, III) show a total
need in 1976-77 of $892.8 million with the bulk of the
backlog at the secondary and kindergarten levels. It
is in part this state mandate for kindergarten that will
require a large increase in local construction funds in
future years.

We have heard extensive testimony that facility con-
straints are distorting and dictating the substance of
educational programs. This is especially true in fast-
growing and poor counties. For example, in Polk
County there are long waiting lists for classes for the
mentally retarded, because the county does not have
the space to start new programs. Hillsborough has the
operating money to start kindergarten but insufficient
money for facilities.

TABLE 1l
K-12 TOTAL ESTIMATED PROJECTED
CAPITAL OUTLAY NEEDS, 1976-77*
Total
Capital Outlay
Need
1976-77
Alachua , ... ... e s $11,591,629
42131 1,892,265
BAY .« e 6,376,849
Bradford ........ ..o i e, 829,050
Brevard ... ... i

'The districts that have immediate needs for facilities that will
disappear with an enrollment drop by 1976 should not be ignored.
We suggest that the state may provide relocatable facilities, and
then move them to other districts when the need has passed. This
has already been done extensively within some large, fast-growing
districts in other parts of the country, like San Diego. The ability
to move buildings from one district to another as needs change
is an advantage of state takeover of capital outlay and debt service.
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Broward ...... oo i e e 111,689,802
Calhoun .. .vi vt i i e 267,128
Charlotte ..ottt it e e *%2.433.468
L0110 4 2,301,808
Clay o e e 7.437.663
Collier ..........civvunnn. e eaeaaaeaa 14,258,678
Columbia ... cv vt e i e 3,227,135
Dade ... e e 249,371,280
DeSoto ..o i 4.812,519
Dixie .ot e e 1.394.989
Duval ... i e e e **16.331.388
Escambia ... i 19,673.693
Flagler ..o it 848.316
Franklin. . ... ... . i, 2,387,407
T T L
Gilehrist ... oo i e et e e
Glades ... .o i e i
Gulf . e e e
Hamilton ... . ... ... ... . .. 418,277
Hardee . ... oo it i 3.401,774
Hendry ......... ... 712,984
Hermando . ... ...ttt 7.100,863
Highlands..............cciiiiiiii it 681.736
Hillsborough ........... ... ... .. oivias, 41,740,218
Holmes ....... ..ottty ittt 844,392
IndianRiver.......... ... . i 3,954,556
Jackson ... 2,042,395
Jefferson ...ttt e .. 690,957
Lafayette .. ...ttt s iienennn 115.136
LAKE vt it i e e e 19,157,576
Lee ot e e e 19.631,913
Leon .. i e e i e e 10,784,000
vy i i e e
Liberty .. e e 1,264,095
Madison ......coiiiiii i i e 226,609
Manatee . ... ...t i i i et e 11,152,102
Marion ...ov i e, 1.155.985
Martin ... e e 10,618,898
Monmroe ......vooiiiii i e 2,110,135
T 707,849
OKaloosa .. ouviir et it ii e e 31,963,155
Okeechobee ... ...ttt ii e e 4,789.875
L0 37 25,665,366
Osceola ..t i e i i, 3,909,550
PalmBeach ... ... ... ... ... i i, 70,007,694
Pasco ... oiii e 26,267,423
Pinellas ..........coiiiiiiiiiii it 38.486,532
Polk oo e 44,896,719
Puthnam ....... .. ... e 5,299,537
St.Johns ... . e 1,700,647
SLLUCIC coviir ittt e e 19.775,104
Samta ROSA - . .o v i i 2,754,163
Sarasola ... ..., 3,545,510
Seminole ........cciiiiii i e 4.072,850
SUMeT . .o e e 2,000,040
SUWANNEE ... .ttt i e **] 661,341
Taylor ..o i e e e 375,356
Union ... e e
Volusia ...t 21,275,620
Wakulla ... oo e 687,731
Walton . ... i e 1,324,815
Washington . ..........ccciiiiiiiiiiinennnns
TOTAL ittt i i e s e e e $892,776,541
*Includes contract costs, legal and administration fees,

architecture, furniture, site improvement, and site acquisition.

**Revised, March 1973.
Prepared by Decpartment of Education, Burcau of School
Facilities; December, 1972.




TABLE 111

Existing Capital Qutlay Projected Capital
Need, 1971-72 Outlay Need, 1976-77
(v00) (000)
Kindergarten ............. $ 28,940.1 $153,127.6
Elementary ..o 39,530.5 46,631.9
Middle School .......... 41,426.7 71,564.0
Junior High School .... 107,013.1 - 180,486.9
Senior High School ....  69,060.7 239,393.8
Total Contract
COStS  cerererererens 285,971.0 691,203.8
Add. Legal and Ad-
ministration, Archi-
tecture, Furniture,
Site Improvement and
Site Acquisition ........ 83,761.2 201,572.7
TOTAL CAPITAL
OUTLAY ........... $369,732.2 $892,776.5

Garvue reports:!

A total of 103 schools in 17 districts operated under
such schedules (combined, double, or triple sessions)
based upon data taken directly from the 1971-72 state
accreditation reports by the writer of this report.
Districts included Brevard, Broward, Collier, Dade,
Duval, Escambia, Hernando, Highlands,
Hillsborough, Indian River, Monroe, Palm Beach,
Pasco, Pinellas, Polk, Putnam, and Volusia. The
membership of the schools operating extra sessions
statewide included: High school—106,281; middle
school—56,797; and elementary school—12,050; or
a grand total of 175,128 students. Dade County’s
total alone was 85,925 while Broward was second
with 24,408.

ALTERNATIVE REMEDIES

Any state program should adjust its cost estimates
for three major factors:

1. annual fluctuating costs such as inflation of con-
struction components.

2. differential custs associated with the educational
program to be housed—e.g., vocational education
versus kindergarten.

3. intrastate variations depending on land costs, site
development, etc.

Given these factors there are three basic ways of
determining needed project costs.

1. The state can establish an approved project cost
based on the number of pupils to be accomodated

'Robert J. Garvue, Financing School Construction in Florida,
January, 1973 (unpublished preliminary report of study done for
the NEFP).

and program to be housed. Factors relating to the
program would be based on standardized space and
facility requirements, and those related to dollar
costs would be based on regional construciion
indexes including differing costs for land acquisition
and preparation. These standardized amounts
(often per square foot) would be modified by the
factors included in our preceding tables on needs.
The state then gives the money to local districts
with very few strings.

[ 8]

State determines the cost of an ‘‘approved local
project.”” The state approves architects’ and work-
ing drawings and specifications. The Fleischman
Commission in New York recommended that the
state would award contracts and manage construc-
tion. The advantage of central administration pre-
sumably would be economies afforded by utilization
of modern and complex methods of technology,
construction, and management. Bulk purchasing,
market aggregation, research, and information shar-
ing can probably be best implemented by state
administration,

3. Construction is included with the foundation pro-
gram and combined with foundation units of need
such as pupils or instruction units. Florida has fol-
lowed this route and intensified it through the 1972
constitutional amendments creating an additional
$197.91 million of local bondirnig capacity. The
increased local allotments per instruction unit can
be used as backing for SBE bonds issued on behalf
of the district up to 90 percent of the district’s
MFP capital entitlement.

Any of these systems must consider existing local

debt service from locally approved bond issues. We
recommend full state assumption of capital outlay. We

cannot in fairness advocate a program that would estab-
lish a dual system of building aid: full state assumption
of new buildings but continued local responsibility for
bond repayments. Indeed such a scheme would
penalize counties that have voted to tax themselves
for better school facilities. In effect, taxpayers who
waited would receive more state aid than those who
built schocls when rapid enrollment growth began. A
comparison of the expenditure pattern of Broward
County with a large amount of local bonds ($1,140 per

TRANSFER QF FUNDS FOR OPERATING TO
CAPITAL OUTLAY PER ADA

Broward Escambia
1966-67 ....... 5.30 14.86
1967-68 . . 9.88 29.26
1968-69 25.06 32.00
196970 . ...ooovicrenee ccetrrereerenercerenaens 36 16.21
1970=71 . . s et s .26 18.46
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ADA) and Escambia with none shows the differences
caused by local bonding.

This table shows that Escambia mustcontinually divert.

money from instructional purposes to make up for
inadequate state aid and the unwillingness of Escambia
voters to approve local construction bonds. In sum,
we favor state assumption of existing local debt service
as well as capital outlay.

PREFERRED PROGRAM

Of the three alternatives for full state assumption
of capital outlay we favor No. 1 given the Florida
context. Building funds would be raised by the existing
State BuildingAuthority, which finances construction
of state buildings including universities. The Authority
would issue general obligation bonds that carry the
lowest possible interest rate and would be the most
attractive to investors. Issuance of debt in this fashion
would have beneficial effects beyond disassociating the
quality of local school facilities from local property
tax wealth or the disposition of local voters. Substantial
savings in time and overhead could result from pooling
underwriting and issuance procedures. Local districts
often lack the size and expertise to obtain information
to maximize results in timing and marketing bonds.
Moreover, very small schoo! districts lack access to
the market and have lower credit ratings than the state.
Below we have estimated the costs under various inter-
est rates and terms for bond financing the entire cap-
ital outlay backlog.

ESTIMATES OF ANNUAL BOND COSTS TO FINANCE
ENTIRE CAPITAL OUTLAY BACKLOG*
(thousands)

Term of Bonds

Interest Rate 20 Years 25 Years 30 Years
6.0% $ 77,850.1 $ 69,841.9 $ 64,860.2
55 74,743.3 66,601.1 61,467.7
5.0 71,6453 63,352.1 58,084.0
4.5 68,636.7 60,208.9 54,810.5

Source of Amortization Rates: Florida Department of Gen-
eral Services, General Counciland Director of Bond Finance
*Uses a level debt se-vice plan

No portion of the State Authority’s debt would be
linked to any particular school district thereby severing
the current constitutional tie to the MFP. As our needs
survey showed, the current MFP formula by tying con-
struction to instruction units dees not accurately
measure priority need at this time. Some counties will
have excess capacity by 1976-77 but yet would continue
to receive construction funds under the MFP. Other
fast-growing districts will not receive nearly enough
under the MFP formula. State assumption requires
the state to establish uniform needs standards. Our
tables provide an initial approach to this problem and

point out the priorities. State funds can then be concen-
trated in hard-pressed school districts rather then
spread all around tkrough the MFP. Without a widely
accepted need survey, the state will have no basis upon
which to ration funds or decide which districts are
understating their estimates of physical capacity.

After gathering uniform data on local needs and
capacity, the state computes a district entitlement to
be financed from state bond proceeds. The districts
are then provided the flexibility to build the space they
need to the design they like. The state would pay the
actual cost for each project or the state allowance for
the number of square feet involved, whichever is less.
While the state allowance would be based on 100%
of representative actual costs of buildings that meet
state standards, districts would be free to spend more
than this if they wished.! The state could provide a
state file of architectural designs for schools that dis-
tricts could use if they wish. Advantages of such a
state file would be:

1. lower architectural fees.

2. bidders will become familiar with a design and can
share their bids. .

3. problems that show up in the design can be cor-
rected for future users.

The state technical assistance should encourage flex-
ibility in facilities acquisition. New facilities should
be capable of responding to new or changing elements
in the educational process. Schools must be able to
accommodate constant change in the educational
approaches such as grouping, staff utilization, cur-
riculum and teaching hardware.

'One way in which the amount of the state-approved cost for
a project could be determined would be to put the project out to
bid with two alternatives. One alternative would be designed to
state standards. The other would include such additions of space
or quality of materials as the district desired. The state would pay
the amount of the successful bidder’s bid on the first alternative;
the district would pay for the additional cost of extra quality or
space.

This has the advantage of adjusting the state payment to actual
bidding conditions rather than to a predetermined cost per square
foot adjusted by a cost-of-construction index. [t has the disadvantage
of encouraging collusion between district and bidders to make the
bid on the first alternative artificially high in order to keep local
cost down. We sec this as such a danger that we cannot recommend
this alternative.

While we recommend that districts be allowed to build in excess
of state standards for quality and space if they wish, we recommend
that the local money for this be required to come from operating
funds. We do not believe that school districts should be allowed
to issue local bonds and levy a tax override for the resulting debt
service, for this would probably result in state standards lagging
behind inflation, covering a smaller percentage of the full cost of
construction each year. Consequently, districts would be required
to issue local bonds to build to an acceptable standard. We would
soon find the state in the same situation as now exists.




We do not favor detailed state supervision of each
phase of the construction process similar to alternative
number 2. Detailed state procedures are likely to stress
uniformity when diversity and flexibility are needed.
The state should provide regional services to small
school districts, but 75 percent of Florida’s ADA is
in 11 large school districts. These districts are Jarge
and diverse enough that they should be able ‘o hire
personnel with competence equal to state employees.

SITE COSTS

A major factor causing variations between school
districts in total construction costs is site acquisition
and preparation. Florida has everything from very
expensive inner-city land to swampy areas that need
large scale drainage. From 1946-1971 site costs have
accounted for only 7.4 percent of total capital outlay
expenditures, But this overall figure masks enormous
differcnces among counties. Even though school sites
are often purchased in rural areas for $1,000 per acre,
a recent 25-acre site in Dade County cost $35,000 per
acre. Site improvement for this 25-acre site increased
its total cost from $875,000 to $1,000,000 before the
vocational school could be built.

Consequently, the State Department of Education
would approve in detail only this one item—site costs.
A local district would need state approval of the site
to begin any project. The state would consider the
proposed site in terms of its place in a comprehensive,
long-term school building program, the area required
for outdoor education activities, educational adapt-
ability, environment and accessibility, soil.conditions,
racial integration, and initial and ultimate cost. Once
the state had approved the site cost, then the district
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could go ahead and use its allotment from the State
Authority Bonds to build the type of school it prefers.

Our need figures have been adjusted for intercounty
differences in total construction costs. We used Leon
as 100 and adjusted construction costs through methods
used by private construction services based on their
actual costs and bidding procedures. The range of these
variations is illustrated below:

Elementary School Secondary School

Costs Per Costs Per
County Square Foot Square IFoot

Alachua . .............. $18.02 -
Brevard** ............. - $21.06
Broward** ............ 16.99 16.42
Dade** ............... 25.42 32.61
Gulf ................. - 14.40
Highlands ............. 15.69 -
Leon .....coevvnnvnn.. 16.58 16.88
Manatee .............. 19.74 -
Marion ... ........... - 16.87
Okaloosa .............. 15.49 19.60
Palm Beach** .......... 2299 16.01
Pincllas** .. ........... 20.16 -
Seminole . ............. 16.88 18.90
TOTAL COST PER

SQUAREFOOT ........ $19.09 $19.12

Elementary school construction costs during 1968-69 averaged
$20.37 per square foot in metropolitan counties** and $17.07 per
square foot in all other counties.

Secondary school construction costs during 1968-69 averaged
$18.75 per square foot in metropolitan counties** and $17.21 per
square foot in all other counties.

*Information appearing in this table was taken from QE-4038,
Report of Contract Awarded for 1968-69, which is the official form
used by the United States Office of Education.

**A metropolitan county is defined as having a population of
200,000 or more inhabitants.




APPENDIX A

FACT SHEET: BOND ELECTION RESULTS, 1944 TO JUNE 1972

Date County Amount Results
2 Palm Beach 26,750,000 Approved
1965 v vteieie et e Brevard 20,000,000 Approved
October 1966 . ..oovveriiiinriiianiiarnannns Alachua 11,800,000 Rejected
October 1966 ..o vvieverinnrerriarinrnonnnnes Polk 16,500,000 Rejected
November 1966 . ..ovvovvieriinenrinnsnsnnsens Hardee 1,240,000 Approved
Nov.8,1966 ...cooviiiirrrinnnriiinnnananssd Collier 3,770,000 Approved
Nov.8, 1966 «.ocvvriiiiiienerennnnnnnnnnnsd Okaloosa 2,930,000 Approved
NOv.8, 1966 -ucvvvvererininicrarrennnnannss Suwannec 1,980,000 Approved
NOv.8, 1966 +evrivrcranninoracennannnnns Volusia 8,260,000 Rejected
*December 1966 .o vvvnveiii it Charlottc 3,900,000 Rejected
*March 1967 v v vttt ceiicien s siasn st Charlotte 3,900.000 Rejected
Sept. 26,1967 1niiii i e e Sarasota 10,975,000 Rejected
= November 1967 « o v iviici i ici i cnaninnenn Hillsborough 48,000,000 Rejeeted
Jan. 23,1968 .. ... i e DcSoto 1,500,000 Approved
**March §5,1968 ... ciiiini ittt e Broward 108,600,000 Approved
May 27,1968 ...c.ciiiiniiiinnriniansannsnnns Seminole 10,300,000 Approved
May 28,1968 ....c.cvvrivnnrnricnnosnnnnnns Alachua 12,700,000 Approved
May 28,3968 .....ciiiiiiiiinranarrinannaens Leon 9,000,000 Approved
Nov.5, 1968 .. voviiiiiiniinreraonrnrnesnans Gulf 1,100,000 Approved
Nov.5,1968 ...vviviiiiriinninsanerenonn Sarasota 6,995,000 Approved
Oct. 21,1969 ..ot iaan e aend Charlotte 4,225,000 Approved
xJuly 21,1969 ...ttt i i i e Hillsborough 16,000,000 Approved
Marchd4,1969 ... .ottt ien e Sumter 1,400,000 Rejeeted, 1,272-242
April 8,1969............. rrrereareeaas e Bay 6,500,000 Rejeeted, 5,216-2,508
May 13,1969 ... .iviiiiieiieiiiiiiiinnnnas Putnam 5,350,000 Rejected, 3,024-1,136
June 10,1969 ..o viii it i i e Highlands 4,500,000 Approved, 2,011-1,179
Sept.23,1969 .t e Pasco 6,900,000 Election Deferred Indefinitely
Oct. 21,1969 ...ttt i Charlotte 4,225,000 Approved, 2,451-940
Nov.4,1969 ....iiiiiiiiiiiiciienaraennaas Columbia 3,500,000 Rejeeted, 1,839-867
SEPL. 8, 1970 1 v e e eeeeeeernn e Collier 7,985,000 Rejected, 2,779-1,939
Sept. 29,1970 v vttt e e Hillsborough 19,150,000 Approved, 31,221-24,722
Nov.3,1970 ... ciiii it arevnnnas Lake 6,600,000 Rejeceted, 7,908-2,824
May 18,1971 ...ttt ittt e e Palm Beach 103,000,000 Rejected, 24,062-17,607
June 1, 197) oot it e Escambia 13,800,000 Rejected, 13,901-10,505
March 1972 ..ottt it ene st snen Volusia 10,000,000 Approved
JUNE 1972 Lottt i e Collier 12,600,000 Approved

Note: Dixie County given authority by 1967 Legislature to issue $1,000,000 in Racing Commission revenue certificates to replace high

school destroyed by fire.
* Two elections on same bond issuc; results of first voided by court.
** Largest single school bond issue ever voted upon in Florida,
*++ Voided by court, which held all voters; not just frecholders, should have been permitted to vote.
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APPENDIX B

OUTSTANDING INDEBTEDNSS 6-30-71*

County Amount County Per ADA
Broward . ...ivvirieriiar e araarann $123.473.400 Charlotte ... .ottt i ierrassassrannnreas $1.825
Dade .. .iiiiiiiiiinnesss st sassasannnsnns 55,022,000 L] | 1,504
Brevard . oiiiiii ittt s it 41,657,127 1 T L 1.318
Hillsborough ... .... Mersaaassaasaraaasarraans 40,057,000 Broward .. ... i ittt 1,140
Duval . ooiv et i sttt r et it 34,687,000 Highlands . ..o oot it vt aea e nas 1.1
PabnBeach ........coiiiiiiiii ittt 33,711,000 Franklin.......oovvvvnnns  erareasrarraarann 1.096
OINEC s ovtiinniisassnssssnnssarsassananssss 28,900,000 B T U 824
Pinellas .. .vvvntiininnnnrosnssesnarasnnanans 18,274,250 L0001 T S 71
SalasOll oo vttt a i a e 15,392,000 Union ...ttt iieiiieriasrercn s asaas 771
Alchud L. i it i it e e 14,905,000 Wakula ... vveivnnienass Cearearareeraaaaas 760
07 | 14,383,500 Leon ..oiiiiiiiiieriinnnan erresaaarrraas 754
Seminole ... it ittt e 12,554,000 Alschua L. oo N 7217
OKaloosa ...vvenrerinrnrassassannnnsovsnnns 11,310,000 Brevard ...ttt i tier e st aa e 723
Volusia ..vvviviiinsenrennnsnnnnnsnsnnnnnns 9,477,000 03 T, 707
9,337,000 Hamilton ... ittt iiinenrannsnnssnnsnnnss 99
L 9,255,000 Hendry oottt iiiissnanssiasnssns 698
Escambia .. iviniiiiininninnrennnssnnnaans 7,071,632 Baker .v. i iiii it riraar et 690
Charlolte ot ii it vnanssesnsnsnnansnanansnn 6,996,000 Bradford .. ...t iiiirirrararsrasnasannrans 668
Collier v vverrinenennsnsonnssanssnsnssnnans 6.829,276 Seminole ...t iiiii it e a e 608
Highlands ., ... iiirii i ritsassiarecannnsss 6,653,000 Holmes ..ottt iiiiasneassennnsans 607
Y T 10 4.655,500 Okeechobee ..o vt iin i sisiiesinsnransnans 560
Manatee ... ittt it s it 4,227,000 PalmBeach ... .. .. ittt iicnn s 536
LIKC & ovrrnnnnnrrnnnennnsnnnnns e 4,125,000 CIlIUS « e v e et eee e eersensenreeennans 534
Santa RoSa . ..ottt tir i ie st a e 4,074,945 Walton ....oviiiiinnes Cerserrassaaassaas 514
Gulf .. ittt ersttaesasaraararaaaans . 3,890,887 SUWINNEC .. iiieierrnsnsornsnsovssnannsnnns 492
MONIOE .. iiiiiiiiiriarierssanrannsnnnnnans 3,798,000 71 L 483
Indian River ... oiveeiiiiiiinisniiansssnansas 3,488,000 N 481
PasCo viiiriineiiieisiera sttt 3,484,000 Hardee .ottt it e ascriasnanas 471
L0 L 3,395,098 DeSoto L.iiviir ittt iirer s i a e 466
Gadsden . ... iiinninsersanranns e raaaaans 3,065,000 Liberty . ittt ittt i 462
StLLucie .oviriiiiieretreritarerataranans 3,011,956 IndianRiver. ... it e 454
SLIOMNS ..ottt it ettt e 2,841,000 Okaloosa ... iiiiiiinrinnnssnnnensenrssassns 454
Bay it it i s st 2,791,000 73 . 442
Martin . ovieiiiiriie i sstattstaraanaraann 2,442,673 St.Johns ... ...aiian, fererasarariaearaaan 438
Bradford ......coviiiiiiicnrinrrnaraaaaaas 2,329,151 Santa ROSa ... vit ittt it rans veas 434
NOSSAU o oviensnennrnnassnssnnnsensnennaans 2,197,000 Matin oL i i it 424
L0710 1o F U P 2,077,)00 Hillsborough ...... ... . ittt iiiansans 415
Hendry . .onviiriiii it iniatsnssasnsnssanss 2,029,100 MONroe ... .iiiiiiiiiiiiraairasssenasraien 401
Walton . ouetsineinnennnnnnnnannnsasennsans 1,931,740 NOSSAU + 0t iinineiiisnnesrnnnnsssnnsnsannnns 385
SUWANNEE .. ....covvnrnnsaresnrsssnnaanssns 1,916,000 0 379
CIlIUS . .o iieeenvernsnnennnsncnsansaranssns 1,861,875 Hernando ... liii ittt iiieiietrieannaas 374
Franklin............ e reareraerasaanananas 1,850,000 Osceola .ottt it it a s 374
Taylor oottt ias et et ia s 1,724,000 Gilchrist . . .ot ittt e nnenarasn s 368
Okecchobee .. oo vvininceeinnennnecnrennanans 1,710,000 OIaNge .ot tiisincneninrnrenncnssssnsnsnans 368
Y Y . 1,689,500 Calhoun .. ..ttt i eierenaarrasiasanan 366
Holmes ... v.viiiiirnnnrcanserassnsncaseann 1,641,000 Gadsden .. .o iiiiiiiiieis et st iia i aenaas 328
Hamilton ... iii it iiarsassnsinsnnsns 1,506,266 Volusia ...vvitiiiiiinrernrrenssssnaranas 313
Hardee o oovi i it ieseicnanstiesannncnnnens 1,503,750 Duval . i i ettt 311
Hemando...ooiiivenennrennnrornnnnaesnsons 1,482,477 T S 301
VY v itiiiinienrnaansnaanttasasneanaensan . 1,432,050 SLLUIE it iiii it e et 300
Columbia.....oovieiiiincnnescnrnrenssass . 1,298,000 T 4T e 284
Wakulld ..iitiiein i iiieraresasnnecsrnnase 1,280,960 Lake i i ii et 282
07 (Y AR 1,275,000 Manatee ..t iii it ettt ettt 268
Glades ...vvvvuens S eeaaeamaseaearaean e 1,190,000 Dade ... ittt i et 248
Putnam ... ..o iiiiiiai it . 1,121,500 Pinellas ... .ovniiiiieiiiiiiiiiiinieraennas 229
0 1 1,020,000 Columbia .. ..c.oivviiiiiiineerianessnarnnas 205
Union ..oviiiiiiiieiienseasarsnannansnsns 1.001,000 Lafayette ..ottt iii it st aa i 2455
CalOUN Lttt e neirerrnnnsscnnssnasnnens 726,000 POIK vttt ittt i it ie et ie i 178
Jackson ...ttt it e iae e 705,000 2 167
Liberty ©ivriiiiireii it ettt 405,000 Bscambia (... ..ottt ciiasaaaas 162
Washington ......ovvencinnnstinrnnessennnenn 379,115 Flagler . ooive it iesteesaraiacnrsas 142
Gilchsist . ..ot iir i iienirienaraensrnanesan 378,000 Washington .....coiiiiircnerancnnsnencnsnas 129
Madison . ..vvveieiinenrcnennnnsanensannas . 261,000 PUtnam ....eiiiiiii i i ata et a e 121
B (1Y | 240,000 B ] £ 104
Flagler o.veeniiiiiieieiisrinicatainsencnsss 147,000 Jackson .. ..ol i it iaee e 93
1 1Y (- 145,000 Madison . .. ittt iii i e cni s 75
Lafayette .. oiinei e encenaenssnacnrannsans 127,000 Y 1111 I 43
TOTAL ..t iiiii it ie i eranrarsanennanes $589,815,639 S 442

*Source: Commissioner’s Annual Report, 1970-71.
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APPENDIX C

CITANGES IN AVERAGE COST OF CGNSTRUCTION OF SCHHOOLS IN FLORIDA

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71

Per Cent Increusce
1967-68 to 1970-71

PerPupil v vvevrivnrienserennssensissnansnn $ 93500 § {Y81.00 $ 1.300.00 $ 1403.00 S 1,577.00
Per Teacher Station ... ... v vrrearnensennnes 26,720.00  32,059.00 34.782.00 36,162.00 42862.00
Per Square Yoot

@) Total Cost -t ivinniiiriaantsaannsnas 14.86 16.87 19.06 20.39 22.70

(b) Contract Cost ..... . 12.67 14.35 16.44 17.59 19.42
Per Cent of Total Cost

for Construction Contract .....vvvennrvvnnn- 8¢ 85% 86% 86% 85%
Total Pupil Capacity ....ovviiirerrrcnnnrennns 12,492 15,449 22,799 17,706 10,652
Total Teacher Stations . oo e viiieienrearnenan 437 521 852 683 392
Total Square Footage ..o ovvsvrarvannnsarnsnn 785,515 990,338 1.554.332 1,211.037 740,009
SECONDARY SCHIOOLS
Per Pupil cooiin it it i ey $1,576.00 $ 1,335.00 S 1,9:4.00 S 212400 S 2,539.00

, Per Teacher Station . .vuivivnineininennennens 42,533.00 38,226.00 51,544.00 62,851.00 69,112.00

Per Square IFoot

@) Total Cost v vvremmanrrecanss- eerrera. 16.53 15.63 19.11 23.08 24.37

B 7oact COSt onvvevieeearriniraranses 13.97 13.69 15.97 19.46 21.09
Per Cent of Total Cost

for Construction Cost -« . v v veevasvnnenaann 84% 86% 84% 84% 86%
Total Pupl Capacity .....cviineeiaveiinnnaes 6,370 14,863 26,144 22,549 24,744
Total Teacher Stations . . oo o v cvirin i arnuns 236 519 971 762 909
Total Square Footage ...ccivnccnnrrniiinnanes 607,098 1,268,907 2,617,800 2,075,023 2,577,829
ALL SCHOOLS
PerPupil ... i ittt e $ 1,151.00 $ 1,205.00 S 1,628.00 $ 1,808.00 $ 2,249.00
Per Teacher Station ... oo iicnsii i iinnnen 32,263.00 35,137.00 43,710.00 50,236.00 61,203.00
Per Square Foot

@) Tl Cost vviiiicn e vvinnscnrnnsnanns 15.59 16.17 19.10 22.09 24.00

() Contract Cost «uevvicennransnraannsnsns 13.27 13.87 16.15 18.77 20.72
Per Cent of Total Cost

for Construction Cost v v v vevn e srirnnrnans 85% 86% 85% 85% 86%
Total Pupil Capacity ..vvvvvrivisnensnnnsnaisn 18,862 30,312 48,943 40,155 35,396
Total Teacher Stations . v oo vivsniicnneieennnnn 637 1,090 1,823 1,445 1,301
Total Square Foolage ......ovvevrenncunrraans 1,392,613 2,259,245 4,172,132 3,286,060 3,317.828
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APPENDIX D
EXISTING (1971-72) AND PROJECTED (1976-77)
CAPITAL OUTLAY NEEDS

Bureau of School Facilities
Survey Section

December, 1972




-

EXISTING SCHOOL FACILITIES AND
CAPITAL OUTLAY PROJECTIONS

Terms and Explanations

Py

1. ADM—Total days membership divided by total
days of school

2. County Housing Index—The capability of a
county to house pupils. Obtained by dividing
the total students to be housed by the recom-
mended capacity of all schools.

3. Adjusted Capacity Needed—ADM multiplied by
the county housing index

4. Existing Capacity—Obtained from FISH using
Survey Section standards for square ft.
categories of standard classrooms and individual
county school districts standards for all other
rooms

5. Existing Deficiencies—Required capacity minus
existing capacity

6. Surplus Capacity—Capacity not required to
house present ADM

7. Square Ft. Construction Needs—Obtained by
multiplying deficiencies by 80 square ft. per
pupil deficiency (this is a simplifying
assumption; needs for some programs may be
more or less than 80 sq. ft. per pupil)

8. Construction Cost Index—Obtained from citizens
committee for education. Index shows various

construction costs using Leon County as a base
of 1.00

9. Existing Capital Outlay N eed—Obtained by multi-
plying square ft. need by cost index by the
estimated 1973-74 square ft. cost of $21.66.
Based upon an inflation of 20.9% over the 1971-
72 cost of $18.33

Projection 1976-77—Obtained from Survey Sec-
tion
10. Adjusted Capacity Needed—Same as Item #3
only for the 1976-77 school year

11. Projected Capacity Deficiencies—Same as Item
#5 only for the 1976-77 school year

12. Increase Square Ft. Need—Same as Item #7 only
for the 1976-77 school year

13. Capital Outlay Need 1976-77—Obtained by same
method as above except using the square ft.
cost projected to 1974-75 which is inflated to
30% above the $18.33 square ft. cost of 1971-72.

Items in parenthesis in Columns 7 and 9 are needed
for the 1972-73 school year but are not projected to
be needed for the 1976-77 school year so they are not
included in the column totals.

Capital QOutlay need for 1976-77 includes existing
costs. If no Capital Outlay need is shown for 1976-77
and there is an existing need thisindicates a decreasing
pupil membership and no new construction is
indicated.
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atacnua

oay

oRaD7ORO

ancvano

AROwaRO
Catnoun
CramLOYYE

iraus
clay

cottem

columaia

oaoc

ot soto

oimie
ouvat

fecamma

(AT )

raanALIN
wapsotm
GIeHaIe?

GLaoes
wuLe

nAMILYON

LICTT N

nEANANOD
NIGHLANDS
NILLSBOROUGH

noLmts

WwDiAM AIVER

racxson

MaDiSOMN

ManaTE
ManiOn
Preity

MonROT

nagsau

oxaLo0ta
oxgEcroNtE

onanGe

osceoLa

vALM BEACH

ragco

FingLLAS

roLa

rUTHAN

ST, Jonns
Y, LucH
SAnTA AOSA
samasova
SEMInOLE

sumrem

SuwannEg

vaviom
union

volusia
waauLLA

waLvoN
WaASHINGTON

TOTAL

TOTAL
EXISTING
CONTRACT
COSTS
6,122,266
1,290,121}
5,522,762
267

19,997,222
313,762
2,768,707
1,720,917
566,564
1,567,854
1,510,439
79,418,075
2,516,536
1,122,498
785,474
5,389,134
992,412
769,530

457,545
179,261
215,408

1,265,990
397,342
14,497,262
1,721,479
1,769,402
2,572,619
524,456
118,680
4,119,260

7,052,463

869,152
1,919,765
616,512
832,567
3,851,456
487,914
414,161
6,849,026
3,149,170
9,137,893
392,485
18,937,401
7,948,718
14,850,450
17,598,871
1,752,280
1,492,981
9,302,346
2,827,202

510,699
1,632,227
419,698
128,208

10,396,894
52,647
1,573,869
24,2757
285,971,036

N @opuembarLanatprn wipre

LECAL

&
ADMIN]ISTRATIVE
22,138
4,665
19,970
2,651

72,310
1,133
10,012
6,223
2,048
5,669
5,462
287,176
9,100
4,059
2,851
19,487
3,589
2,783

1,656
648
779

4,577

1,437

52,622

6,225

6,398

9,303

1,696
429

14,895

25,502

3,103
6,942
2,229
3,011
13,927
1,764
1,498
24,766
11,387
33,043
1,419
68,478
28,743
3,699
63,638
6,336
5,399
33,637
10,223

1,847
5,902
1,518

464

37,595
190
5,691
90

1,034,072

ARCHITECTURE

290,379
61,190
261,945
34,778

948,468
14,882
131,320
81,623
26,872
74,363
71,640
3,766,799
119,359
53,240
37,397
255,607
47,070
36,499

21,701
8,502
10,217
60,045
18,846
37,605
81,650
83,923
122,019
24,875
5,629
195,377

334,498

41,224
91,054
29,241
39,489

182,675
23,162
19,644

324,849

149,365

433,410
18,616

898,201

377,008

704,357

834,714
83,111
70,812

441,210

134,094

24,222
77,417
19,906

6,081

493,125
2,497
74,649
1,174

13,563,605

FURNITURE

644,852
135,887
581,707

77,232

2,106,287
23,048
291,625
181,262
59,675
165,140
159,093
8,365,026
265,064
118,232
83,049
567,632
104,530
81,054

48,193
18,881
77,689

133,345
41,852
1,526,982
181,322
186,369
270,97
55,240
12,500
433,878

742,829

91,547
202,207
64,937
87,693
405,670
51,391
43,623
721,401
331,699
962,485
41,340
1,99, 658
837,231
1,564,183
1,853,671
164,566
157,256
979,807
297,786

53,791
171,921
44,206
13,504
1,095,094
5,565
165,774
2,608

30,101,038

143

SITE
IMPROVEMENT
23,020
48,509
207,656
27,570

751,896
11,797
104,103
64,706
21,302
58,951
56,793
2,986,120
94,622
42,206
29,647
202,631
37,315
28,934

17,204
6,740
8,099

47,601

14,940

545,097

64,728

66,530

96,730

19,720
4,462

154,884

265,173

32,680
72,183
23,181
31,305
144,815
18,346
15,572
257,523
118,409
343,585
14,757
712,046
298,872
$58,377
661,718
65,886
$6,136
349,768
106,303

19,202
61,372
15,781

4,821

390,923
1,980
59,177
91

10,545,335

SITE
ACQUISITION
612,227
129,012
552,276

73,325

1,999,722
331,376
276,871
172,091
56,656
156,785
151,044
7,941,808
251,054
112,250
78,847
538,913
99,241
76,933

45,755
17,920
21,561
126,599
39,734
1,449,726
172,148
176,941
257,262
52,646
11,868
411,926

705,246

86,915
191,977
61,651
83,257
385,146
48,791
41,416
684,903
314,917
913,789
39,249
1,893,740
794,872
1,485,045
1,759,887
175,228
149,298
930,235
282,720

51,070
163,223
41,970
12,821

1,039,689
54265
157,387
2,476

28,517,118

TOTAL
ENISTING
CAP] TAL ~OUTLAY
NEED
7,714,882
1,669,384
7,146,316
948,803

25,875,90%
406,000
3,582,638
2,220,822
733,117
2,028,762
1,956,471
102,756,004
3,256,335
1,452,485
1,020,265
6,973,404
1,284,157
995,753

592,052
231,958
278,733
1,638,157
514,151
18,759,094
2,227,552
2,289,563
3,328,904
678,633
153,568
5,330,220

9,125,711

1,124,661
2,684,128
797,751
1,077,322
4,983,089
631,348
535,914
8,862,468
4,074,947
11,824,205
507,866
24,504,524
10,285,446
19,216,111
22,772,499
2,247,407
1,931,880
12,037,003
3,658,328

660,831
2,112,062
543,079
165,899

13,453,320

68,124
2,036,547
32,036

369,232,192




SHOJECTICHS 1976=77  ADIUSTED CAPACI™Y PROJECTED
¢ . s |9_ a?’cﬁfpiﬁrﬁ,i o SURPLUS CAPACITY CAPACITY INCREASE $Q. FT. CAPI TAL-OUTLAY
KINLERCRRTEN FROM ELEMENTARY 1976-77 NEED 1976-77 NEED @ $24.00
CLASSROOMS DEF. SURPLUS @ 80 1976-77
Atacnua 1.509 1.6¢4 243 1,401 112,080 2,663,020
sanne 180 204 629 428
1,109 1,175 858 317 25,360 462,862
254 279 99 180 14,400 314,496
2,984 3,043 8,091 $,048
10,164 10,1¢4 10,164 813,120 20,685,688
cacnoun 124 mn 125 3 3,600 72,586
CHamLOYYE 244 24¢ 472 227
B Civaus 327 33¢ 57 2713 21,840 487,469
Ciay 947 947 947 75,760 1,709,146
coLLitn L 1,122 1,122 89,760 2,283,494
(TN 205 505 505 40,400 930,816
osot 1€,393 16,395 16,393 1,311,440 34,936,762
ot sovo %28 2e8 248 19,840 457,114
ot 9% 129 310 203
ouvat 7,956 €,094 5,625 2,469 197,570 4,598,266
tcannn 3211 3,223 4,32¢ 1,085
racien 12 (3] 316 249
LLILLI ] 132 135 77 58 4,640 95,770
caosotn 614 (214 2,427 1,801
Gicnaiar 50 [ 260 189
GLaoes 6% 8l 11 70
cur 192 21 339 128
HAMILTON 141 160 169 12,800 273,408
~anOCE 370 373 373 29,840 687,514
nenony 209 200 209 16,720 401,280
neananDo W2 352 251 101 8,080 180,346
HICHLANOS 464 501 625 124
NiLLssoROUC 7,514 7.%14 7,514 601,120 14,571,149
woLMts s 138 46 92 7,360 157,210
INCiAN RevER 615 627 60 567 45,360 1,153,958
sacuson 437 49y 493 39,440 823,507
wrrgnson 169 193 15 178 14,240 304,166
Laravevne 47 56 56 4,480 87,091
tant 1,078 1,088 211 877 70,160 1,565,971
e 2,192 2,213 168 2,045 163,600 4,081,272
Leon 1,448 1,650 325 1,325 106,000 2,544,000
Loy 208 210 969 759
Lretety %0 64 103 39
uAGISO™ 226 262 214 48 3,840 79,258
uanAves 1,35 1,344 3 1,351 108,080 2,593,920
A®ION 1,237 1,346 827 513 41,040 893,314
uaRTIN 536 555 555 44,400 1,108,224
“ONROL 57 797 345 412 32,960 901,786
. L wassau 366 405 7 132 26,560 592,819
oxaLoosa 1,608 2,133 2,133 170,640 3,685,824
oxLecHonte 307 30 310 24,800 595,200
oaance 6,124 6,124 4,749 1,375 110,000 2,560,800
osceoia 655 £68 223 445 35,600 803,136
PALY 8€aCH 9,928 5,804 5,804 464,320 11,589,427
sasco , 1,293 1,293 1,293 103,440 2,308,781
rintiias 5,935 5,994 5,994 479,520 11,623,565
roLx 4,790 5,125 5,125 410,000 9,544,800
ruthAM 626 657 858 201
v, souns a5 494 1,189 698
v LU 1,11 1,182 1,182 94,560 2,360,218
sanva aosa 568 579 338 241 19,280 416,448
sanasora 1,420 1,43¢ 1,530 96
stminoLe 1,792 1,809 1,492 317 25,360 584,294
suuten 268 zgs 268 21,440 463,104
suwannee 2497 326 424 98
Yavion R 244 265 51
Union 72 79 177 98
volusia 2,425 2,47% 182 2,091 167,280 3,894,278
wakuLLA 101 104 377 27
waLTON 204 204 494 290
wasHINGTON 182 183 236 $3
104,612 107,082 41,246 77,910 12,207 6,196,130 153,127,557
144
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-
PROJECTED INCREASE
ELEMENTARY ADJUSTED CAPACITY SQUARE FEET NEED CAPITAL-OUTLAY
PROJECTION CAPACITY 1976-27 @ 80 NEED @ $24.00
1976-77 REQUIREMENTS -DEF, SURPLUS 1976-27 1976-77

Acacwua 10,540 11,488 243

sante 1,171 1,288 629

nay 6,924 7,339 858
sRA0) 0RO 1;606 1,766 99
sntvano 23,450 23,919 8,04;

arowano 86,422 56,422 1,348 115,840 2,946,970
caLwoun 939 1,295 123

cwanLorTe 1,467 1,481 a2

civaus 1,376 1,389 57

cuay 5,479 5,479 354 44,320 999,864
cotLitn 5,780 $,838 1,193 95,440 2,427,984
cotumei 3,336 3,336 848 67,840 1,563,024
onok 119,596 119,596 2,346 187,680 4,989,795
ot sov0 1,565 1,708 735 58,800 1,354,752
oumie 732 805 310

ouvat $3,292 4,357 5,625

recannia 17,150 17,321 4,328

rLaGLee 499 4764 316

RANRLIN 624 643 7?7

cavseen 4,658 4,751 2,427

Oucumsy 352 388 240

ouaoes 563 709 n

cute 1,051 1,18 339

namiLToN 1,062 1,210 48 3,600 76,89¢
wanote 1,860 1,879 574 45,920 1,057,997
winony 1,832 1,832 102 8,160 195,840
HERNANDO 2,549 2,549 251

HIGHLANOS 2 ,202 2 ,256 628

miisaonouen 52 146 52,146 950 76,000 1,842,240
woLute 1,086 1,270 46 2,320 49,560
nOIAK mIvER 4,157 4,240 60

sacason 3,214 3,631 $31 42,480 886,982
rrensoN 781 945 15

Lararereve 343 an 6 480 9,336
tang 6,650 6,515 211

Lee 11,692 11,809 168

Leon 7,699 8,776 323

tevy 1,603 1,619 969

Gty 397 460 103

na0WON 910 1,056 24

aanaree 8,896 9,162 3 —
uaRION 6,745 7,082 827

nant 3,218 3,314 1,09 87,520 2,184,499
nonrok 5,133 5,133 343

nassay 2,291 2,405 3

oxaL008a 14,126 16,668 2,562 204,960 4,427,136
ontecwonte 1,788 1,805 930 74,400 1,785,000
onanact 41,286 41,286 4,28

osceoia 3,358 3,425 223

eaLm EACH 36,572 38,400 2,450 196,000 4,892,160
easco 7,532 7,532 1,723 137,840 3,076,589
eintiLas 40,211 40,613 1,085 86,800 2,104,032
roux 28,3N 30,256 2,281 182,840 4,256,515
PuTRAR 4,340 4,452 858

1. somns 2,756 2,976 1,189

svoLuen $,381 5,438 2,740 219,200 5,471,323
santa wosa 3,962 4,041 338

samasora 8,704 8,79 1,530

stunoLt 9,822 9,920 1,492

sumvea 1,422 1,442 19 1,520 32,832
suwannee 1,585 1,743 424

vavion 1,620 1,684 298

union 166 183 177

voLusia 16,572 16,903 382

WaAKULLA 722 743 m

waLton 1,419 1,419 494

wASNINaTON 1,181 1,263 236

677,690 093,671 14,2161 41,246 2,939,400 46,631,926
YOvAL
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AtaCHua
Sante

sar

[LIYT TS
satvaso
seowasp
caLHOouUn
CuasoTTe
cveus
cLar
coLLte
coLumsia
sa0t

ot sovo
ome
ouraL
©Cauba
LacLte
oanuimn
Gaosotn
GHCHaIY
staoce
GuLe
ALY ON
nasote
HEnOeY
HianANDO
HIGHLANOS
HiLssomoUGH
nOLMge
INDIAN mivee
IaCusOn

Lataverve
tane

(Y13
won

(Y3

Listary
HADISON
uaNavER
uasiON
LYCLL
“onmOL
HABBAU
ONALOOSA
outecnontt
Onanst
osteola
ALK BEACH
rasco

[ TIYVYY
[T}
PuTHAM

Y. JONNS
T Lucie
SANYA 0OBA
sasasova
LTIV
sUnrte
suwannge
varioe
uNION
voLuma
wakulLa
waLYON
WaASHWGTON

MIDDLE
PROJECTI08
1976-77

839

581
836
33,757

1,249
3,599
3,608
3,218
903
12,475

251
640

1,155

1,059

802

3,601
7,066
5,074

913

3,01
485

2,397
1,769

1,017
1,812

3,158
1,401
92
3,980
427
821

523
1,803

984
393

106,201

ADJUSTED
CAPACITY
REQUIREMENTS

9Ns

639
853
33,757

1,261
3,599
3,64
3,218
984
12,600

259
653

1,167

1,144

920

3,67
2,19
5,784

1,061

3,162
500

2,445
1,769

1,409
1,903

3,19
1,429
295
4,020
427
903

575
1,839

984
397

108,529

ADJUSTED
CAPACITY
1976-77
DEF. SURPLUS
11
153
70
11,995
509
1,185
172
909
349
2,005
S48
180
130
516
14
2,314
1,29
2,29
645
2,037
315
865
1,094
25
863
1,738
19
n
1,454
s
m
233
262
417
51
25,928 | 10,255

146

INCREASE
SQUARE FEFT
NEED 1970+37

@ 9%

13,770

1,079,550

45,810
106,650

81,810
31,410

180,450

11,700

208,260
116,190

7,850
98,460

77,670
156,420

9,990

32,530

2,333,520

CAPITALSO TLAY
NEED ¢ 30,31
197677

379,805

34,684,430

1,291,306
3,038,608

2,752,424
913,956

5,305,356

340,442

5,870,495
3,627,370

2,218,055
2,725,420

2,142,302

4,930,709

219,489

1,023,781

71,563,948

ALACHUA
eante

o
#8.00000
astraed
**owaa0
CALHOUN
cHaaLorTy
civaus
Clar
coLLitn
coLuueia
Oaot

ot sov0
ot
ouraL
€3Camora
racite
Peanatin
GAOIDEN
G CrHarsy
Glants
GuLe
NAMILYON
HAROgE
LILT-T1)
HEaHaANDO
HIGHLANOS
HILLIBOBOUCH
HOLMES
NO1an mIrre
saCason
108
Latasgrne

tant
e

Leon
(Y11}
wee

“A0I30N
MANATLE
MARIN

MAP YN
uimeot
Lassau
OnALOOSA
OCattCnonte
onance
osceoLa
PRLN BEACH
rasco
PINELLAS
LYY
PUTNAN

(12 -TTTY
ST Lucse
SANTA aOsA
sanasora
stumoLe
sunrte
SUwANHEL
varioe
uNIOY
voLusIA
waRULLA
WaLYON
WASHINGYON




ALACHUA
santn
nay
anaoronn
antvano
enowano
CaLnouN
CrantOTe
Craus
Cuar
corLitn
LLINVL LIS
oADe

ot 3010
o
ouvaL
tacanra
riacien
LLTLTIC
CADSOEN
[TPITHY)
cLaoes
cuLe
waAMIKION
wanott
wEtnOny
nEaNANCO

ANIGHLANDS

“ILBRDROUAN
“oLutn
INOIAN RiVRE
aCason
rrgnsen
CAPaveYee
Lant

e

wton

(Y11}
ntnry
“ADIBON
uANATEE
“aARON
LYY
“ONROE
nASSAU
ORALOOSA
ongecnoBLE
onanct
osCeoLa
PALM etACH
rasco
(LTI YY
roLK
rUTNAN

1. JOUNS
[N
SAntA ®0CA
SAnasova
SEunOLE
Sunrch
Suwannte
rariom
union
voLusia
waAKULLA
waLron
WASHINGTON

PROJECTED CAPACITY

JUNIOR ADJUSTED DEFICIENCIES
FROJECTION CAPAC1TY 1976-77
1976-77 REQUIREMENTS DEF. SURPLUS
2,238 2,439 540
658 724 282
4,412 4,677 1,216
11,993 12,233 2,204
2,537 2,537 1,349
1,029 1,039 612
1,851 1,851 118
$6,006 56,006 15,872
21,187 21,529 4,878
1,242 1,267 418
1,725 1,725 993
466 503 207
29,061 29,061 5,175
2,361 2,408 592
1,497 1,512 v 267
600 606 13
A
1,986 2,046 1,017
1,490 1,565 100
8,734 10,330 3,526
1,000 1,010 538
24,379 24,379 5,735
20,060 21,063 9,251
4,412 4,412 2,168
25,385 25,639 5,231
14,529 15,546 4,165
1,678 1,812 (73]
1,216 1,240 625
6,184 6,246 895
612 636 110
7,212 7,356 232
257,680 283,397 8,924 9,970

147

INCREASE
SQUARE FEET
NEED ¢ 1.00
1976-77

28,200
121,600

61,200

1,587,200

99,300
20,700
517,500

59,200

26,700

101,700

352,600
$3,800
573,500

925,106
216,800
523,100
416,500

44,700

62,500
89,500

11,000

5,892,400

CAPITAL-OUTLAY

NEED
@ 30.01
1976-77

777,815
3,353,983

191,062

3,399,916

2,799,098
570,949
15,842,279

1,902,013

752,628

3,205,822

9,618,515
1,630,678
16,861,301

29,161,372
6,111,223
16,013,713
12,245,392
1,314,213

1,704,938
2,739,872

290,067

180,486,909

ALACHUA
shnte

Ay
#nA02080
entvane
seowane
Casnoun
CuanLOTTE
Cirausn
oy
coLLen
CoLUMBIA
oa0¢

ot 8000
outie
ouvAL
sCamnia
rnasien
PRANRLIN
©ADSOEN
SincCuniay
sLantn
euse
AN TON
wAnOCE
wEnOnY
“ERANANDO
“IGHLANDS
NILaEOROUSN
wOlutn
OIAN BivER
nCason
wrrERsON
LAraverYe
Lane

(Y

160m

Levy
Lingare
“ADISON
nANAYES
“ARION
nantn
“onmot
nASSAU
ORALOOSA
oagecnonts
onanée
08CEoLA
PALK 8EACH
raSCO
PinELLAS
rOLK
rUTHAN
81, JONNS
(LAY
SANTA 8084
SAnasora
SEuinolt
Aunten
suwANNES
tavioe
union
voLUSIA
wAKULLA
waLrOoN
WESHINGTON
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ALrenua
Sacte
sar
onanrose
satvass
snOwans
Catnoun
cuamiote

ciraus
cLar

caCamaia
racite
rmanntin
saosatn
Gt Cmmeny
sLdbis
Cutr
LICTNT Y

nenony
“EBNANSO
enLanes
LINEY LIV
LT TY
meran Bl
ncnaon

“amiOn
“antin
“oNOt

wassay
OxaLOOsA
ontecmoste
omanst
*sie0la
TaLe ntaCH
easco
LELTIVEYY
oL
LTI

o5, JOuns
% Lt
tanta s0sa
sasasora
SCminOLE
sumite
suwannge
[ ICTY
unioN
volusi
waxuiia
waLsoN
WaASHINSION

SENIOR
PROJECTI08S
1976:77
6,963
631
3,878
1,059
10,916
44,094
891
878
1,166
4,292
4,055
1,469
69,523
8y
646
24,892
14,182
369
960
3,057

2,065
23,679

434,391

ADJUSTED
CAPACITY
REQUIREMENTS
74590
694
4,011
1,165
11,134
44,094
1,230
887
1,178
4,292
4,096
1,469
69,52)
958
7o
25,390
14,324
376
988
3,118
500
61)
1,288
1,128
1,055
1,635
1,726
2,230
23,679
1,404
2,18
3,460
749
280
5,947
8,689
6,659
1,618
538
490
7,137
5,182
1,759
5,074
1,303
8,556
664
20,536
2,826
17,484
4,020
22,81)
13,200
3,862
1,351
3,779
1,681
5,205
9,683
1,54)
1,524
918
392
7,528
802
1,19
965

416,422

PROJECTED
CAPACIT?
1976-77
DEF. SURPLUS
1,979
276
350
13
1,338
%,220
36
44)
123
868
1,852
64
27,095
322
m
150
3,176
243
692
1,172
245
326
663
803
176
105
839
81
155
173
173
230
96
102
2,214
2,255
1,802
66
397
%0
1,875
651
sn
199
436
2,410
1,795
132
545
2,50
2,01
213
2,175
668
135
75
s
W3
831
363
441
668
15
4,026
197
320
228
2,055 | 13,838
148

INCREASE

SQUARE FEET

NEED @ 106
197677
207,876
26,622
36,634

923,578
4,986

208,090
3,187,997
32,766
35,566
15,423
326,5%
23,439
63,082

17,909

82,708

16,509

9,056
218,256
246,200
191,012
34,928
3,666
198,750

56,332
24,047

229,914
13,572

21,017
198,838

285,325
65,438

83,120

84,562
34,630

413,953
19,002

7,890,353

CAPITAL+OUTLAY
NEED @ 30.31
197677
6,294,667
806,941
1,111,006

27,993,649
151,132

6,307,229
96,628,210
993,159
1,078,010
467,47
9,897,922
710,459
1,912,037

542,844

2,506,898

300,402

274,506
6,615,343
7,462,349
5,789,573
1,058,669

110,522
6,026,112

1,707,462
728,869

6,968,693
411,374

8,457,018
6,026,714

8,648,215
1,953,033

2,519,396

2,363,091
1,049, 641

12,546,925
375,969

239,393,490
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TOTAL

CONTHACT
60375

8, 957,687

1,584,756

4,927,851
694,301

86,310,737
223,718
191,062,

1,778,775
5,767,618
11,018,707
2,493,840
192,707,107
3,718,981
1,078,010
5,065,737

15,203,278
710,459

2,007,807

350,304
2,628,797
97,120
5,486,342
570,949
32,255,668
707,172
3,055,971
1,710,489
578,672
96,427
14,804,437
15,120,931
8,333,571

1,058,669
169,780
8,618,032
893,314
8,205,987
1,630,655
592,819
24,700,228
4,011,478
19,833,475
3,021,191
54,099,977
20,298,727
29,741,310
34,694,922
4,095,33%
1,314,213
15,281,646
2,121,386
2,739,872
3,147,385
1,545,577
269,489
290,067

16,441,20}

575,969
1,023,781

691,203,830

LEGAL
&
ADMINISTRATION

32,399
5732
17,824
2,51
312,185
809

691
6,433
20,789
39,854
9,020
697,021
13,451
2,899
18,322
54,990
2,569
7,262

2,501,361

ARCHITECTURE
424,916

32,934

4,094,236
10,612
9,063
84,377
272,644
522,683
118,297
9,141,254
176,413
51,136
240,298
721,142
33,701
95,242

16,617
124,699
28,324
260,250
27,083
1,530,079
33,545
144,963
81,138
27,459
4,57
702,263
719,651
395,311

50,219
9,007
408,804
42,375
389,259
77,351
28,120
1,171,680
190,268
940,820
&4

z.gegzgé
962,890
1,41€,808
1,645,788
194,266
62,341
724,900
100,630
129,968
149,299
73,315
12,783
13,759

779,904

27,323
48,564

32,787,923

FURNITURE

v43,513
166,922
519,050

73,130

9,031,109
23,564
20,124

187,358
605,396
1,160,600
267,676
20,297,839
391,720
113,546
533,574
1,601,361
74,832
211,482

36,897
276,891
62,894
577,876
60,138
3,397,489
74,486
321,885
180,165
60,951
10,156
1,559,351
1,597,960
877775

111,509
19,989
9070737
94,092
864,336
171,756
62,441
2,601,675
422,528
2,089,059
318,222
5,698,350
2,138,064
3,132,652
3,656,416
431,361
138 426
1,609 615
223,445
288,590
31,514
167,795
28,385
30,552

1,711,751
60,668
107,834

72,8048 ix
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SITE
1MPROVEMENT

337,346
59,681
185,582
26,174

3,250,462
8,425
7,198

66,988
216,453
414,964

93,918

7,257,349

140,056

40,597
190,775
572,555

26,755

75,614

13,192
99,000
22,487
206,615
21,501
1,214;748
26,632
115,087
64,317
21,792
3,631
557,535
571,339
313,862

61,420

26,030,736

SitE

ACQUISITION

899,748

492,785

8,631,073

177,877
574,761
1,101,870
249,386
19,270,710
371,898
107,801
06,573
1,520,327

262,879
548,634
3,225,566

305,397

1,480,443
1,517,099
833,357

861,803

89,331
820,598
163,065

2,470,022

1,983,347
302,119
5,209,997
2,029,372
2,975,131
3,469,492
209,533
131,421
1,528,164
212,158
273,987
314,738
134,557

29,006
1,644,120
102,378

67,448,221

TOTAL

CAPITAL OUTLAY
NELD

NI

11,591,429
1,892,245
6,376,830

829,050

111,689,802
267,128
228,135

2,301,808
7,437,663
14,258,673
3,227,135
249,371,282
4,812,519
1,394,989
6,555,279
19,673,693
848,316
2,397,407

418,277
3,401,774
712,984
7,109,663
681,736
41,740,218
844,392
3,954,556
2, 42,395
690,957
115,i.
19,157,576
19,631,913
10,784,000

1,264,095
22¢ 609
11,152,102
1,155,985
10,618,898
2,110,135
707,849
31,963,155
4,789,875
25,665,366
3,909,550
70,007,694
26,267,423
38,486,532
44,896,719
5,299,537
1,70G,647
19,775,194
2,754,163
3,545,510
4,072,850
2,000,040
321,779
375,356
21,275,620
687,731
1,324,815

BY2,776,54)
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FINANCING COMPENSATORY EDUCATION
IN FLORIDA

Rationale for a State Program

Any proposal to -equalize educational opportunity
through additional state compensatory funds must
begin with a rationale. The educational literature is
filled with definitions of equal education opportunity
including such general phrases as ‘‘equal access,”
“equal concern,” and equality of the ‘‘meaningfulness,
stimulation, and conditions for learning.”’! These defi-
nitions are usually ambiguous and exceedingly difficult
to translate into specific state education policies.
Moreover, policy prescriptions derived from these
definitions tend to define education only as formal
schooling, despite impressive research indicating the
importance of non-school experiences in learning.?

Traditionally, Americans have not defined equality
of opportunity to mean equality of outcomes. As his-
torian Arthur Mann observed, equality of opportunity
implied **. . . an equal start for all children in the
race for life, but their assumption was that some would
go farther than others.”’® Even though differences in
ability, luck, effort, or preferences would cause differ-
ences in outcomes, a son’s achievement would not
be determined by his father’s attainment. The early
proponents of the common school thought it would
insure representative individuals born into any social
class would have the same opportunity to suceed as
persons born into other social classes.

1For a review of this literature see Edmund W. Gordon, Toward
Defining Equality of Educational Opportunity, in Frederick Mos-
teller and Daniel P Moynihan (eds.) On Equality of Educational
Opportunity (New York: Vintage, 1972), pp. 423-434.

2Gee for example U.S. Senate Select Committee on Equal Educa-
tional Opportunity, Environment, Intelligence, and Scholastic
Achievement, 92 Congress, 2nd Session.

3 Arthur Mann, ** A Historical Over~iew: Education and Compen-
satory Action,” in Charles O. Daly (ed.) The Quality of [nequality
(Chicago: University of Chicago, 1968), p. 14.
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As Levin notes, historically equal educational
opportunity was considered to L: the prime force in
bringing about equal opportunity. The common school
reformers had an enormous faith in the efficacy of for-
mal schooling. Levin concludes:

It is now clear, in retrospect, that the schools have
not achieved this goal. Occupational success, scholas-
tic achievement, educational attainment are still posi-
tively correlated with those of parents although the
correlations might have been even higher in the absence
of universal schooling. The children of the poor will
experience lower incomes, poorer housing, lower occu-
pational status, substandard medical care and other
deficiencies relative to children born into higher socio-
economic strata. The failure of the common school
to achieve the soctal mobility dream must surely raise
questions about the role of schooling in achieving
equality. Is the job too great for the schools to achieve,
or is the failure due to a lack of social structure and
commitment that would enable us to truly equalize
life’s chances for the children of our society?

The above dilemma brings us to Levin’s concept of
“human capital embodiment.”” For several years
economists have demonstrated that the productivity
of a population or nation is related to its human capital
embodiment, which is in turn determined by invest-
ments in housing, health, nutrition, education, training,
and so on. It appears the dollar return on investment
in human capital often exceeds the return on physical
capital.®

Assuming there is no discrimination in labor mar-
kets, the disadvantaged child will have less human capi-
tal invested in him than will children from middle and
upper class families.

‘Henry M. Levin, ‘‘Equal Educational Opportunity and the Dis-
tribution of Educational Expenditures,’” to be published in Education
and Urban Society, February 1973.

sSee for example Theodore W. Schultz, *“The Human Capital
Approach to Education,” in R. L. Johns, et al., Economic Factors
Affecting the Financing of Education, Vol. 2, National Educational
Education Finance Project (Gainesville, Florida: 1970), Chapter 2.




Families from low socio-economic origins have a much
lesser ability to invest in their offspringin a large variety
of areas that affect child development. Even before
birth the lower social class child is more likely to face
prenatal-malnutrition. It appears that such nutritional
deficiencies may stunt the development of the brain
and learning ability. He is less likely to receive
adequate medical and dental care as well, so he is
more prone to suffer from a large variety of undetected,
undiagnosed, and untreated health problems.

The meager income levels associated with lower socio-
economic families translate into less adequate housing
services as they affect child development. Substandard
housing exacerbates health problems through
inadequate plumbing, increased probability of fires and
otheraccidents, deficient protection from the elements,
and a higher probability of rodents and vermin. As
expected, substandard housing tends to be concen-
trated heavily among the poor and nonwhite.
Moreover, children need space and privacy to grow
and develop skills that require thought and concen-
tration. The Census Bureau assumes that more than
one person per room represents an overcrowded con-
dition, and in 1960 there were about 4 million house-
holds living in standard units that were overcrowded.
For the population as a whole **. . . three out of ten
nonwhite households were crowded in 1960, and one
out of ten white households.’* Research suggests that
housing characteristics bear a direct relationship to
both the health and productivity of their occupants.®

In addition to the above deficiencies, disadvantaged
families are less able to provide other material inputs
which increase human capital. Low family income
inhibits or precludes travel and exposure to a broad
and varied environment. More significantly, parental
services tend to be lower. Disadvantaged children are
more ’kely to receive limited parental attention
bec: -~ ten one parent is missing or both must work.
Florida's migrant children are a classic example of this
situation. Further, the lower educational levels of the
parents themselves limit the amount and quality of
knowledge that they can transmit to their children.
Consequently, parents with greater educational attain-
ment provide their children with substantially higher
skill Ievels than do low-income parents with less educa-
tion.”

Guidelines for State Policy

From the concept of human capital we can deduce
the following guidelines for state policy.

I. The state needs to move toward providing equal
capital embodiment, if it is to put children born

SLevin, op. cit.,pp. 6-7.

Numerous studies have consistently found the association of
parental education andsocioeconomic status with children’s scholas-
tic performance, see Moynihan and Mosteller, op. cit.
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in different social classes on the same starting line
for life's rewards.

Differences in capital embodiment among school
children depend primarily on differences in housing,
health services, nutrition, and family investment
in educational services and experiences.

Research demonstrates that differences in capital
embodiment in money terms are very large. Con-
sequently, equalization will probably require large
sums of state and federal money.

Adding the same amount of state educational
investment to each group—advantaged and disad-
vantaged—will merely sustain the absolute differ-
ences in human capital. Clearly, equalization of
capital embodiment will require compensatory
investments for the disadvantaged, for the disad-
vantaged child also receives less in terms of non-
schooling investments even while attending
schools.

Instructional services are not a substitute for nutri-
tiondeficiency or adebilitating body infection. Con-
sequently, compensatory education money should
not be restricted to the usual program impulses of
public educators—reduced class size, remedial
reading, and instructional specialists. Schools
should be encouraged to plan comprehensive pro-
grams that provide substantial sums for the non-
instructional components. Such services would
include remedial and preventive health care, nutri-
tion with breakfasts, study space, greater school-
parental involvement, etc.

Our prime concern is with the equality of distribu-
tion of educational opportunity among children in
Florida, not just the redistribution of state dollars
among school districts. Consequently, the state
needs to be sure that compensatory money flows
through the county-wide district to the individual
schools disadvantaged children attend. This

. requires a school-by-school information and

accounting system plus a school-by-school perfor-
mance report. These ideas are discussed at length
in another section of the report.

There is no research base to establish the minimum
and maximum dollar amounts for compensatory
education. There is undoubtedly a point of dimin-
ishing returns where additional compensatory
expenditures yielded 110 additional increment to
human capital. There is probably a threshold
amount of *‘critical mass’’ before any impact takes
place. Since these amounts are unknown, we have
costed out several alternatives for the Citizens’
Committee. Moreover, the amount of state com-
pensatory education money might be decreased if




federal or state welfare or other capital embodiment
expenditures are increased in Florida.

A More Detailed Series of Alternatives

The design of a Florida compensatory program
should be linked with the existing ($26.45 million)
federal compensatory program under Title I of ESEA
(or any successor to it) and be directed at the universe
of disadvantaged children. The federal program is tied
to an economic definition of poverty through Title I
of ESEA. Poverty income cutoffs are adjusted by fam-
ily size, sex of the head of the family, number of chil-
dren under 18 years old, and farm and nonfarm resi-
dence.® Poverty thresholds for farm families are
approximately 85 percent of the corresponding levels
for nonfarm families. The aver. ge poverty threshold
for a nonfarm family of four headed by a male was
$3745 in 1969.

Poverty thresholds are computed on a national basis
only. No attempt is made in the federal program to
adjust these thresholds for regional, state, or local var-
jations in the cost of living. Under Title I, Florida
receives an allocation for each child from a low-income
family. Title I originally used the number of children
from families with incomes below $2,000 (this has been
increased to $3,000).? For each eligible child, Florida

$United States Census, 1970. Data from Florida State University
tapes. Fourth Count (population) Tabulation #85. Florida currently
ranks 45th in the nation in per capita welfare expenditure.

?Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; U.S. Office of
Education, November 4, 1971; “County Aggregate Maximum Basic

receives one-half the national average p<r pupil expen-
diture.

The United States Commissioner of Education and
state and local education agenciés have responsibilities
for administering the Title I program. We will merely
summarize these.

The United States Office of Education
1. develops and disseminates regulations, guidelines,
and other materials regarding the approval of Title
I projects.

2. reviews and assesses the progress under Title I
throughout the nation.
State Education Agencies

1. approve proposed local projects inaccordance with
federal regulations and guidelines.

2. assist local educational agencies in the develop-

« ment of projects.

3. submit state evaluative report to USOE.

Local Education Agengcies
1. identify the educaticnally deprived children in the
areas where there are high concentrations of low-
income families and determine their special educa-
tional needs.

2. develop and implement approved projects to fulfill
the intent of Title I.

Grants for Fiscal Year 1972 under P.L. 89-10 Title I; Florida.”
While allocations are based on $3,000 the federal appropriation is
prorated to a lesser amount because federal grants can not cover
all eligible children.

TABLE A

WEIGHTED AVERAGE THRESHOLDS AT THE POVERTY LEVEL IN 1969, BY SIZE
OF FAMILY AND SEX OF HEAD, BY FARM AND NONFARM RESIDENCE

Nonfarm Farm

Male Female Male Female

Size of family Total Total head head Total head head
All unrelated individuals .................. ... $1,834 $1,840 $1,923 $1,792 $1,569 $1,607 $1,512
Under 65 years . .. ouveieveinrenarerennnens 1,888 1,893 1,974 1,826 1,641 1,678 1,552
6S5ycarsand Over .. .....itiiiie i 1,749 1,757 1,773 1,751 1,498 1,508 1,487
Allfamilies . . oo vit cive s i e i e 3,388 3410 3,451 3,082 2,954 2,965 2,157
2PCISOMNS + v vue evennsronsnnnacrannnnnns 2,364 2,383 2,394 2,320 2,012 2,017 1,931
Head under 65 years ........covevecennnns 2,441 2,458 2,473 2,373 2,093 2,100 1,984
Head 65yearsandover ........c.coovuvennn 2,194 2,215 2,217 2,202 1,882 1,883 1,861
JPCISONS « ovvviineeinenrnnnnarannsenns 2,905 2,924 2,937 2,830 2,480 2,485 2,395
BPEISONS + . vvuv v rennvarnnsnnannensnnsnns 3,721 3,743 3,745 3,725 3,195 3,197 3,159
SPEISOMS .« v vveeveesaianerrascmannmneenn 4,386 4,415 4,418 4,377 3,769 3,770 3,761
GPEISOMS .. evvrorronrnnnnnnnennnonsnnons 4,921 4,958 4,962 4,917 4,244 4,245 4,205

7 O MOIE PEISONS . .uevvvvrvorurrornnnnnss 6,034 6,101 6,116 5,952 5,182 5,185 5,129

Source: Definition, U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare.

Figures: U.S. Census Bureau.
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TABLE B
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1) 3) (5) (6)
# students who Number of students
Count of related may be served that may be served
children, 6-17 inFY’72at % Funding per in FY*73 when half
years old in national avg. pupil 6-17 national FY*71
families below expenditure/ Funding below poverty ($766) per pupil
poverty level, pupil in FY’70 Level level FY*72 expenditure isused (5)/(1)
1969 (8303) FY'72 @) in the computation %
(2a)
Q)/(1)
4,781 1,685 (35%) 510,404 107 1,333 28
678 281 42) 85,281 126 223 33
4,035 1,352 34) 409,604 102 1,069 26
1,045 289 (28) 87,681 84 229 22
6,664 1,168 (18) 353,923 53 924 14
15,749 . 4,950 31) 1,499,853 95 3916 25
803 418 (52) 126,561 158 330 41
502 156 31) 47,200 94 123 25
960 223 2n 67,521 70 176 18
1,713 514 30y 155,681 91 406 24
1,602 347 22) 105,121 66 274 17
1,922 816 (42) 247,362 129 646 34
42509 12,388 29) 3,753,473 88 9,800 23
546 218 (40) 65,921 121 172 32
423 187 (44) 56,641 134 148 35
27,560 7,810 28) 2,366,421 86 6,179 22
11,588 2,984 (26) 904,008 78 2,360 20
385 166 43) 50,240 130 131 34
827 261 (32) 79,201 96 207 25
4,949 2,025 41) 613,605 124 1,602 32
213 128 60) 38,880 L183 102 48
223 123 (55) 37,120 166 97 43
......... 665 214 (32) 64,961 98 170 26
1,055 404 (38) 122,561 116 320 30
1,407 368 (26) 111,361 79 291 21
642 181 (28) 54,881 85 143 22
960 252 (26) 76,321 80 199 21
1,701 404 (24) 122,561 72 320 19
20,311 6,794 (33) 2,058,578 101 5,375 26
788, 726 92) 219,842 279 574 73
1,802 406 23) 122,881 68 321 18
3,540 1,879 (53) 569,285 161 1,486 42
1,215 568 47) 172,162 142 450 37
257 111 (43) 33,760 131 88 34
......... 4,027 1,282 32) 388,483 96 1,014 25
3,274 845 (26) 256,162 78 669 20
......... 4,567 1,467 32) 444,644 97 1,161 25
1,085 321 (30) 97,281 90 254 23
318 112 35) 35,520 112 93 29
1,659 823 (50) 249,282 150 651 39
3,314 965 29) 292,483 88 764 23
4,743 1,653 35) 500,964 106 1,308 28
1,343 231 a7 69,921 52 183 14
1,947 481 25) 145,601 75 380 20
1,313 546 (42) 165,441 126 432 33
3,538 816 (23) 247,202 70 645 18
761 139 19) 42,240 56 110 14
14,240 3,603 (25) 1,091,849 77 2,851 20
1,273 334 (26) 101,121 79 264 21
12,842 4,319 (34) 1,308,811 102 3,417 27
2,372 674 (28) 204,322 86 533 22
10,947 3,906 (36) 1,183,370 108 3,090 28
.......... 12,540 3,313 (26) 1,003,689 80 2,621 21
3,169 971 31) 294,083 93 768 24
2,432 771 (32) 233,602 96 610 25
4,172 742 (18) 224,802 54 587 14
1,953 553 (28) 167,521 86 437 22
3,067 811 (26) 245.762 80 642 21
3,831 1,629 43) 492 444 129 1,288 34
1,236 372 (30) 112,641 91 294 24




TABLE B CONTINUED

Suwannee .., ... 1,745 728 42)

Taylor .. ...... 1,061 388 37
Union ........ 284 131 (46)

Volusia ....... 6,362 2,050 (32)..

“Wakulla .. .,.... 661 236 (36)
Walton ,...... 1,265 718 (&)

Washington . . . ., 1,477 548 37

STATE ..... 282,838 87,277 (31

220,642 126 576 33
117,601 111 307 29
39,680 140 104 37
621,125 - 98 1,622 25
71,361 108 186 28
217,442 172 568 45
166,081 112 434 29
26,445,029 93 69,047 24

Columns (2a) and (6) provide a fairly good indication
of the number of students the Florida districts are trying
toserve with Title I funds. Districts which spent below
the national average per pupil expenditure in the
appropriate year (FY *71 for FY '73; FY *70 for FY
'72) are permitted to serve more students than the
nuinber indicated in the table.!® The number of stu-
dents that may be served is supposed to be the
total for the year in order that the expenditure incre-
ment per child will equal one-half the national average.
However, many districts move students into and out
of the program during the year so that the average
increment per child will be less than that amount used
to calculate the number of children that may be
served.!! -

Fewer students are.to be served in FY *73 than
were served in FY *72 due to the increase in national
per pupil expenditures. From FY ’70 to FY 71 the
nationalaverage increased from $606 to $766 (excluding
capital outlay and debt service). There was no corre-
sponding increase in total federal Title I funds. We do
not anticipate an increase in the level of federal funding
of Title I in the near future. Title I administrators
in Florida report that the trend has been to serve fewer
and fewer students in fewer and fewer schools.!? This
has concentrated the money in order to provide
“‘critical mass.”

These tables indicate the federal program reaches
only 69,047 of the-disadvantaged children in Florida
out of the 282,838!% who need compensatory education.

Florida State Department of Education, February 22, 1972;
memorandum from Jon L. Stapleton, Administrator, Federal-State
Relations, to District Superintendents: ** Determining the Number of
Students that May Be Served in FY 1972 with Title I, ESEA.”

Y'Florida State Department of Education, December 3, 1971;
memorandum from Shelley S. Boone, Director, Division of Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education, to District Superintendents: **Notice
of Release of Final Allocation for Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act for FY 1972.

"*Florida State Department of Education, May 31, 1972; memo-
randum from Jon L. Stapleton to District Superintendents:
*‘Determining the Number of Students that may be served in FY
1973 with Title I, ESEA.”

3To the extent that migrant students come from families below
the federally established poverty level and assuming these students
arepickedup bythe U.S. census, this figure includes them. Inanother
section on migrant education we propose separate state funding for
migrant students. It is important to adjust for this double counting.
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The uncovered children (213,741) are the unlucky ones
who happen tobe in schools or classrooms that a limited
amount of federal funds can not adequately reach.
Federal Title I appropriations reflect political bargains
and the constraints on total federal taxation rather than
any deliberate strategy to include so few children.
Florida’s state program should have as a goal including
children not covered by federal programs or children
who receive only a few services from the federal aid.
Consequently a state program will both supplement
and reinforce the federal program.

Since federal programs are subject to unpredictable
change, we do not believe that the state program of
compensatory education should be tied directly to such
a program as ESEA Title I. Rather, the amount of
money a county would be entitled to would be the
amount that would be calculated for the county if there
were no federal aid, less whatever amount of federal
aid is allocated to the county specifically for compen-
satory purposes.

Universe of Need and Proper Expenditure

The low income definition of need used by the federal
program is only one alternative for deriving the number
of children eligible for a state program. Several other
studies have suggested various achievement or aptitude
tests as a better definition of need. For example, the
Fleischmann Commission in New York advocated a
test at the beginning of the first grade to identify the
number of children with learning problems. If 20 per-
cent of the pupils score below a minimum competency
level, it wouid be assumed that 20 percent of the total
school district children needed compensatory pro-
grams. Testing at the first grade would eliminate any
negative incentive whereby the district would receive
more state money for lowering rather than raising pupil
attainment.

Assuming we could agree on an appropriate valid
and reliable test, the population covered by a compen-
satory program would be those

—Below the 25th percentile of national norms
—Below the 10th percentile of national norms
—Below the 25th percentile of Florida norms
—Below the 10th percentile of Florida norms




Obviously, other possibilities are numerous. The key
problem is that there is no expert or lay consensus
on the appropriate test. The Fleischmann Commission
recomimended the development of a new test. There
are also numerous possible definitions of low income
or capital embodiment including:

—the number of children from welfare families

—the national definition used above adjusted for
farm and nonfarm ($3,745 in urban area)

—the number of children from families with less than
$3,000

—a composite index including number of parental
years of education, broken homes, housing condi-
tions, etc.

There is clearly 10 ideal and universally accepted
measure of eligibility or need for compensatory pro-
grams. Our summary recommendations use the national
poverty data from the preceding tables. If this need
‘indicator was used by Florida, it would entail a special
state survey to update U.S. census figures.

These need measuresare related to the issuesof * ‘how
much money is enough’’ and targeting funds to the
disadvantaged children (particularly) in schools with
mixtures of children from advantaged and disadvan-
taged backgrounds. We have provided estimates of
needed expenditures using a variety of concepts.

1. The double weighting for the disadvantaged child
recommended by the National Education Finance
Project through their costing of ‘‘explemplary”’
compensatory programs.

2. The $300 per pupil recommended by President
Nixon in his 1972 message to Congress.

3. A variety of amounts used by other states in their
state compensatory programs.

4. One-half the state average per pupil expenditure
used as the USOE guideline.

We canprovide no research base for choosingamong
these options on the basis of proven effectiveness or
output. The precise technology is—to say the least
—unclear on “‘what works” with the disadvantaged
child. The range of costs in effective programs is quite
large and the necessary minimum expenditure issue
‘‘unreSolved.”'* We do believe, however, that com-
prehensive programs with substantial expenditures
have the best chance of success. Florida’s state funds
need to be combined with federal funds to provide

!4See for example American Institute for Research, 4 Study of
Selected Exemplary Programs for the Education of Disadvantaged
Children (Palo Alto: 1968). For a more recent overall evaluation
of Title I see Michael J. Wargo et. al., ESEA I: A Re-Analysis and
Synthesis of Evaluation Data from Fiscal Year 1965 Through 1970
(Palo Alto: American Institute of Research) 1972,

intensive programs including health and nutrition as
well as instruction. The National Advisory Council
on the Education of Disadvantaged Children found
after observing a national sample of Title 1 projects:

For the most part, however, Title 1 projects are
piecemeal fragmented efforts at remediation or vaguely
directed *‘enrichment.” It is extremely rare to find
strategically planned, comprehensive programs for
change based on four essential needs: adapting
academic content to the special problems of disadvan-
taged children, improved inservice training of teachers,
attention to nutrition and other health needs and
involvement of parents. . . . Also, the Council is
anxious that the new focus on the disadvantaged not
be diluted by the use of Title 1 funds. directly or
indirectly, as general aid to schools.!®

This comprehensive aspect is of special concern
because a technical report by the Citizens’ Committee
staff indicates school health needs in Florida are par-
ticularly acute. This report found Florida’s school dis-
tricts spent from a high of $4.02 per ADA to a low
of $.05.'S Neither the Florida Department of Health
nor the Department of Education was doing an
adequate job. Teachers were responsible for screening
and referral services, but the state statute requiring
periodic health exams was ‘‘sadly ignored in many
counties.”” The health standards recommended in this
report could be provided through our state compensa-
tory education proposal.

Comparability

“‘Comparability”’ is a related issue in deciding how
much to provide jn state compensatory money per
child. Comparability means quite simply that per pupil
expenditures and services provided from state and local
revenue must generally be equal among schools within
a school district before the application of federal and
state compensatory funds. A comparability require-
ment is essential for insuring.that compensatory funds
actually supplement other state and local funds rather
than supplant them. Since the U.S. Office of Education
is not enforcing the federal comparability standards,
the Florida State Department will have to promulgate
its own regulations.!?

Comparability is directly related to the necessity for
a school-by-school information, accounting, and per-
formance report. The t